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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
The existence of this dissertation is to study development control in sites with 
overlapping/multiple land uses. The presence of more than one land use zone on a site 
(Special Site) may cause confusion for developers and also within the planning system 
itself. As much research has gone into predicting planning decisions already, if the 
characteristics of the site become anymore complex by the addition of another land use, 
the identified factors that influence planning approvals could change. With several land 
uses, the factors which the Town Planning Board takes into consideration are uncertain, 
and it is the aim of this study to explore them. 
 
In this dissertation, a data set consisting of 619 planning applications collected 
from the Planning Department have been used to evaluate the factors which improve the 
probability of obtaining a planning approval. The data includes planning applications for 
‘Residential and Government, Institution or Community’, ‘Residential and Green Belt’, 
‘Government, Institution or Community’ and ‘Green Belt’ zones from the period 1990 to 
2007. 
 
Four refutable hypotheses were established to test the potential decisive factors 
that the Town Planning Board takes into account for these sites with multiple land use 
zones. The features of these Special Sites that were examined are related to the presence 
of a residential portion, size of that residential portion and proposed development scale to 
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be erected. The results of each hypothesis and theoretical implications are summarized in 
Table A. Table B gives the results of the statistical analysis for reference. 
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Table A: Summary of Results for the Four Hypotheses 
 
Hypothesis Test Result Implications 
(I) The probability of obtaining planning 
approvals for an application in a R_G/IC 
zone is higher than G/IC zone. 
Hypothesis is not refuted 
There is a preference to grant planning 
approvals for residential development if a 
mixed land use site contains a residential 
zoned portion. 
(II) The probability of obtaining planning 
approvals for an application in a R_GB 
zone is higher than GB zone. 
Hypothesis is refuted 
The TPB adheres to its guidelines and 
general planning intention of GB zones. 
Hypothesis I can not be generally applied 
as the planning intention of each mixed use 
is different. 
(III) The probability of obtaining planning 
approvals for an application in a R_G/IC 
and R_GB zone is higher if the 
composition is mainly R zone (greater than 
50%). 
Hypothesis is not refuted 
There is a general preference to grant 
planning approvals for residential 
development based on the dominant land 
use of the mixed land use site. A certain 
degree of bias is present. 
(IV) Planning applications for larger sites 
(measured in terms of proposed GFA) have 
a greater chance of approval than smaller 
sites in R_G/IC and R_GB zones. 
Hypothesis is not refuted 
There is no evidence to suggest that rent-
seeking activities do not exist within the 
TPB. 
 
 
 
Table B: Summary of Probit Results 
 
Variable N R_GIC R_GB GIC GB GFA COMP C Log-likelihood 
Coefficient 607 0.707133* 0.141499 0.642684* -0.128258 1.70E-06* 0.465840** -0.373314 -374.9552 
z-statistic  2.642391 0.490966 2.427469 -0.504262 2.376355 2.298710 -1.468362  
* indicates statistically significant at the 1% level 
** indicates statistically significant at the 5% level 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1.1 Development Control in Hong Kong 
 
 
1.1.1 The Land Tenure System 
 
Hong Kong was known as a Crown Colony of the United Kingdom from 1842 until the 
transfer of sovereignty back to the People’s Republic of China in 1997. During the time of 
British reign, land in Hong Kong adopted a leasehold system which was very common in the 
United Kingdom. As a result, land in Hong Kong belonged to the government and were leased to 
lessees for a certain amount of time (known as lease term) and subject to an amount of rent made 
payable to the government. There is an exception however in Central where St. John’s Cathedral 
is located, this plot of land is held under freehold. 
  
Individuals who acquired the land through auction, tender or negotiation from the 
government are not exactly owners of the land. Instead, they are only considered lessees that 
have the right to use the land and enjoy various other property rights attached to the land. These 
rights can be specified on the lease and also the period of time which the lessee can enjoy will be 
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stated as well. Lease terms are commonly either 999 years, 99 years, 75 years or 50 years, and 
may contain a specific clause in the lease which grants the right of renewal upon expiry. 
 
From 1842 which marked the beginning of the British reign over Hong Kong until this 
moment in time after the Joint Declaration, the leasehold system has undergone drastic changes. 
What exists now in Hong Kong are several types of leases known as Crown Leases (issued 
before 1960), Conditions (issued after 1960), Government Leases (issued after the Joint 
Declaration in 1985) and lastly Block Crown Leases which govern clusters of lots in the New 
Territories (a part of Hong Kong which was leased to the United Kingdom in 1898). (Lai, Ho et 
al. 2004) 
 
Leases provide development control in the form of clauses that can specify the uses of 
buildings that are permitted or not permitted on that parcel of land. Furthermore, clauses which 
define the parameters of the building can also exist inside a lease document. These parameters 
shape the building on the parcel of land regarding its maximum building height, site coverage, 
plot ratio and so on (Lai, Ho et al. 2004). 
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1.1.2 Development Control by Statutory Plans 
 
The aforementioned lease system is a basic method of development control imposed on 
the lessee from the moment he/she obtains the right to use that land. However, development 
control is not limited to this aspect only. The focus of this study is on statutory control, namely 
those in a local piece of legislation known as the Town Planning Ordinance (TPO). The use of 
each parcel of land in Hong Kong is governed through the land lease as described previously, 
and also a set of Town Plans. The Town Planning Ordinance was first introduced and enacted in 
1939. From then till now of almost 70 years, this ordinance has undergone two major alterations. 
The first change was in 1974 which introduced the planning application system to Hong Kong, 
and the second significant change involved amending the sections related to planning 
enforcement by means of Interim Development Area plans (IDPA plans) and Development 
Permission Area plans (DPA plans), along with the arrangement of a Town Planning Appeal 
Board.  
 
The purpose and mission of the Town Planning Ordinance is stipulated as: 
 
“to promote the health, safety, convenience and general welfare of the community by making 
provision for the systematic preparation and approval of plans for the lay-out of areas of Hong 
Kong as well as for the types of building suitable for erection therein and for the preparation 
and approval of plans for areas within which permission is required for development.”1 
 
                                                 
1 Long title, Town Planning Ordinance, Law of Hong Kong 
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Therefore, it can be observed that the Town Planning Ordinance exists to shape 
development in Hong Kong for the interests of the general public. 
 
The main task of the Town Planning Board (TPB) which is formed under section 2 of the 
TPO is to prepare statutory plans2 and consider planning applications for development3. The 
statutory plans prepared this way are for the purpose of guiding development with respect to 
permitted land use. These plans can exist in the form of DPA plans, IDPA plans or Outline 
Zoning Plans (OZP) and show the land use in the form of zoning maps for Hong Kong. In most 
areas of Hong Kong the latest statutory plans are in the form of OZP.  
 
Accompanying the zoning maps are a set of Notes for Schedule of Uses and an 
Explanatory Statement. Inside the Notes are Column 1 and Column 2 uses for the parcel of land 
and the attached Explanatory Statement serves as a non-statutory document that does not form 
part of the plan itself. The explanatory statement is only there to assist in the understanding of 
the planning intention and objectives of the TPB at the time of producing the zoning plans. 
Regarding the Notes, the uses stated in Column 1 are always permitted but those in Column 2 
require prior approval from the Town Planning Board. Hence, a planning application (known as 
a section 16 application) must be presented to the TPB for the change in use of land. Following 
the application, the TPB may approve the change in land use with or without planning conditions 
imposed on the applicant. However, if the application is rejected, under section 17(1) of the TPO 
the applicant may request a review of the decision. If the application is rejected after the review, 
                                                 
2 Section 3, Town Planning Ordinance, Law of Hong Kong 
3 Sections 16-17, Town Planning Ordinance, Law of Hong Kong 
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the applicant is entitled to another examination of his proposal by the Appeal Board under 
section 17(B) of the TPO.  
 
Cases where the applicant wishes to develop but the intended use is not listed in both 
Columns of the Notes which accompany the OZP require a separate application to the TPO, 
requesting for the amendment/rezoning of current statutory plans. 
 
Moreover, when a building is erected on a parcel of land it must fulfill both lease and 
statutory obligations, and if there is any discrepancy between the two the statutory plan will 
prevail. At times where discrepancies occur between the OZP and the land lease, since the OZP 
prevails in these situations, the lease will become inconsistent with other documents and largely 
inaccurate. For example, a land use may be listed under Column 2 but stated as not permitted in 
the lease. If an applicant wishes to apply under section 16 to the Town Planning Board a lease 
modification must be carried out to update the clauses. Lease modifications however, are always 
subject to a premium made payable to the government. 
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1.2 Background 
 
 
The planning process is an important procedure of building development in Hong Kong. 
All building development is required to go through the planning system in order to keep 
development in an orderly manner for the benefit of society. However, the planning system is an 
uncertain procedure to many developers as the TPB is empowered to consider and approve and 
reject applications by their own individual merits. The criteria for approval can be totally 
different for each case and is at the discretion of the TPB. The inclusion of Column 1 and 2 uses 
in the Notes attached to the plans provide some level of certainty within the system, along with 
several TPB guidelines (Appendix 5 and 6). The columns allow developers to become aware of 
the permitted land uses and which ones will definitely not be entertained by the TPB. 
 
Even though Columns 1 and 2 provide developers with a framework for applications, 
which helps narrow down their chance of rejection by the TPB, it is only Column 1 that does not 
require a section 16 application. Those uses listed in Column 2 which the developer wishes to 
apply for are still subject to consideration by the TPB, previously described as uncertain and 
assessed on a case to case basis. Combined with the fact once an application is rejected, the 
reasons for rejection provided by the TPB is vague and most likely related to contradicting the 
planning intention, which is ambiguous in nature and subject to debate. If a use is listed in 
Column 2, is it not an intended use? The level of uncertainty of obtaining planning approvals for 
development still exists.  
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 To know what factors influence the success of planning applications and to achieve 
adequate levels of certainty as to what the TPB considers merits in proposals is in the interest of 
property developers. By knowing various factors that create a higher chance of approval 
minimizes the time required to review the application, appeal the decision or re-submit a new 
application. The result is a shorter development time period and profits can be realized much 
earlier.  
 
 Planning approvals with respect to different land use zoning have been extensively 
explored in previous studies, which will be addressed in the next chapter of this research. 
Previous studies have focused in the area of planning approvals with respect to single land use 
zones (e.g. comprehensive development area, industrial and residential to name a few). However, 
an in-depth study into land with multiple zones has not been made before. Since the factors that 
influence approval/rejection decisions for normal single zoned land is already vague and difficult 
to grasp, by introducing another zone into the land could imply more material considerations by 
the TPB, and the extent of uncertainty may increase. Whether the existence of a part of the land 
that is under another land use zone will affect the decision made by the TPB is an area worth 
investigating.  
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1.3 Overlapping Land Uses (Special Sites) 
 
 
Although it may seem logical that each parcel of land should only rest on one land use 
zone, in reality this is not always true. There are parcels which may be inside two or three 
different land use zones. Even if one of the zones inside the land is specified as Residential Use, 
a section 16 application must be made in order to change the use of the other zones (for example 
Industrial and Green Belt) inside that same land for a residential development to be successfully 
erected. 
  
 A recent case (‘The International Trader Case’) at the time of writing this dissertation 
involves the site bounded by Nos. 2A-2E Seymour Road, Nos. 23-29 Castle Road and Nos. 4, 
4A and 6A Castle Steps. The site was originally zoned as a Residential (Group A) zone with no 
plot ratio or height restriction stipulated in the Notes of the relevant OZP. However, a portion of 
the site was rezoned as Residential (Group C) 7 which had a plot ratio of 5 and restriction of 
building height to 12 storeys or the height of existing buildings. Hence the site rests on two land 
use zones each with different characteristics in terms of development control. The reason for 
rezoning was to maintain the existing level of development and to prevent higher density 
redevelopment. Higher density redevelopment would create a burden on the local road network 
and infrastructure which was considered barely adequate4. For this reason we can see that sites 
                                                 
4 This case was observed in the appeal cases heard by the Town Planning Appeal Board in 2006. The site which lies 
in the Mid-levels applied for a relaxation of plot ratio and building height restrictions but was dismissed by the TPB.  
In the end, the Court of First Instance ruled that the application should be allowed. Details of the case can be found 
attached as Appendix 2. 
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that rest on multiple land use zones can be created from policy change and can create a dilemma 
for developers due to the uncertainty of obtaining approvals in these peculiar sites. 
 
 It is possible that the land owners themselves have created these multiple land uses within 
the boundary of their land. A common practice in development unrelated to government land use 
policies is for the owner to combine several lots adjacent to each other. If the developer has 
ownership of these adjacent lots, which is a prerequisite before the Lands Department will 
process the land exchange (known as ‘Unity of Title’), he/she may make an application for land 
exchange to the Lands Department. By combining several lots together, it increases the chance of 
the development resting on multiple land uses since the adjacent lots may be zoned differently 
under current statutory plans. 
 
 Generally, there are two types of land exchange: in-situ or non-in-situ. In-situ land 
exchange refers to cases where a portion of the surrendered land will physically form part of the 
new lot (a combination of all the lots). This means land exchange in this scenario serves the 
purpose of amalgamation of several lots. The non-in-situ land exchange on the other hand, 
occurs when the surrendered land will be physically separate from the new land. This implies 
that the exchange is for the purpose of obtaining a parcel of land at a different location, whereas 
in in-situ exchange the land granted back consists of your surrendered land as well. It should be 
noted that land exchange is a form of lease modification by way of exchange. To summarize, 
land exchanges are implemented by Conditions of Exchange which basically involves the 
applicant surrendering his/her existing lots and the Lands Department granting a new lot. Hence, 
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land exchange is sometimes referred to as ‘surrender and regrant’, and requires a premium 
assessed using the before and after value to be made payable to the government. (Nissim 2007) 
 
Apart from the land owners themselves creating multiple land uses within their new 
agglomerated land boundary, it can occur when a new statutory plan is enforced and replaces the 
existing plan. This new plan may redistribute the land use pattern in an area and by doing so 
have created land with multiple zones. The objective of preparing new plans is to modify the 
planning intention of the area if it is a large amendment, or change the land use of certain areas 
in order to mitigate certain effects (e.g. high density developments) for the interests of the public. 
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1.4 Objectives of the Study 
 
 
 Within the background stipulated above, this study aims to evaluate the effect of mixed 
land use on the approval of planning applications. The area of study involves planning 
applications for lots in Hong Kong that comprise of R(A) to R(E) mixed with either G/IC or GB 
land uses (expressed as R_G/IC and R_GB respectively). These particular sites will be termed 
‘Special Sites’ in this dissertation. Lots with independent land uses G/IC and GB will also be 
considered. A statistical method known as the Probit Model will be utilized in this study to 
identify statistical patterns associated with the selected planning applications. The utilization of 
this model is for the purpose of interpreting planning applications in those stated zones and 
finding significant decisive variables that are associated with a higher probability of approval in 
planning applications. Investigating Special Sites has the purpose of giving more certainty to 
developers who have acquired or own land that has multiple land use restrictions. As planning 
decisions in these Special Sites remain vague and ambiguous due to their peculiar nature, there is 
a need for an in-depth study to be carried out. 
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1.5 Structure of the Dissertation 
 
 
 This dissertation is divided into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides an introduction and 
background to the study. Afterwards, numerous literatures will be reviewed in Chapter 2 in the 
area of development control, the use of development data for statistical analysis and 
methodologies employed by other researchers. Chapter 3 will contain an explanation of the data 
collected, the hypotheses that are generated and the adopted methodology for this study. The 
results of the statistical model when applied to the collected development control data and the 
interpretation of those results will be discussed in Chapter 4. Lastly, in Chapter 5 will be the 
conclusion that summarizes my findings and raises limitations of the study and areas for further 
research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 
 
2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 To facilitate the dissertation, several literatures have been consulted regarding the past 
research areas related to my topic. These research areas can be classified into two main 
categories: the examination of the planning system in detail and how various authors have 
utilized development control data to assist in their studies. 
 
 
2.1 Previous Research on Development Control 
 
 
2.1.1 Role of Zoning in Plans 
 
 The planning system in Hong Kong is regarded as a hybrid system between UK and US 
(Booth 1996). Government planners in Hong Kong speak of the planning system possessing both 
certainty and flexibility (Planning Environment and Lands Branch, 1996a). The Hong Kong 
planning system is a hybrid mainly because it adopts the discretionary nature of the UK system, 
where each case is decided on individual merits, and at the same time follows a strict set of 
legislation similar to the system in US. The UK system is characterized by its high degree of 
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uncertainty whereas the US system is considered very rigid and inflexible. Forming a hybrid 
system has the aim of eliminating both shortcomings. (Tang, Choy et al. 2000b) 
 
 Part of the Hong Kong system originates from the UK planning system which was 
enacted in 1909 (1909 Act). The purpose of development control at that time was to secure 
‘proper sanitary conditions, amenity and convenience in connection with the laying out of the 
land itself and any neighbouring land’5. In the 19th century, development control was introduced 
as a means to solve overcrowding, congestion, poverty, crime, ill health and heavy mortality 
problems. These negative characteristics of the city were brought by the industrial revolution and 
ever expanding city boundary. Further on in time, the role of development control and planning 
was altered from providing amenities to the efficient use of land (Tang, Choy et al. 2000b). 
Development rights then became a complex arrangement in order to combat the financial 
problems of the state (Duxbury and Telling 2002). 
 
 Pountney and Kingsbury  also described the roles of planning and in particular local plans 
as a detailed basis for control by the authorities and a form of guidance for developers (Pountney 
and Kingsbury 1983). More importantly, the system of land use zoning has three specific uses as 
identified by Lai: 
 
1. Separate incompatible uses which generate negative externalities harming each other 
 
2. Integrate compatible uses which generate positive externalities for mutual benefit 
 
                                                 
5 Section 54(i) of the 1909 Act 
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3. Place public goods such as roads and open space in suitable locations (Lai 1994) 
 
In terms of social cost, idea from Coase, if there are incompatible land uses it must be 
segregated to prevent chaos within society (Coase 1960). Mills supports this idea as his 
interpretation of zoning is to subdue nuisances and protect residential neighbourhoods from non-
conforming land uses, and at the same time improve resource allocation (Mills 1989). What Lai 
(1994) describes in his paper are the standpoints of two different schools of though on the view 
of land use zoning. From a Pigovian view of externalities (whether it be positive or negative), the 
government should impose development control to correct externalities. Those in support of 
Coase have identified that government policies contain significant social costs. Intervention 
should be absent as zoning does not improve efficiency. 
 
 The purpose of planning is identified further as a way to overcome problems of 
market failure and monopolistic control over land that could be exploited to create excess profits. 
Similar to the Pigovian point of view, Authors (Mills 1989; Willis 1995; Tang, Choy et al. 2000b) 
have mentioned that zoning is a means of minimizing environmental externalities and providing 
public goods that would otherwise be non-existent if land was utilized in the most efficient 
manner (Willis 1995). In reality, zoning in Hong Kong avoids detailed controls over future 
development and only use broadly defined zones as a means of shaping development in Hong 
Kong (Staley 1994). 
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 It is a common idea that zoning will provide certainty in property development and give 
guidance as to what is allowed and not allowed because there are now ‘rules of the game’. 
However, as explored in another section of this chapter, this is not always the case. 
 
 
2.1.2 Material Considerations 
 
In the research paper produced by Underwood, it was noted that there are material 
considerations when a local authority decides to approve or reject a plan (Underwood 1981). 
This is a very crucial concept that has also been identified by other researchers of development 
control. Material considerations vary from case to case as each case is almost always unique in 
some way. Material considerations can be in the form of traffic congestion and environmental 
impact that is caused as a result of approving the planning application (Willis 1995). Tang, Choy 
et al. (2000b) have stated that the planning authority will always take material considerations 
into account when reaching a decision. However, what factors are considered ‘material’ and their 
weighting in relation to each other is unknown to applicants. As planning decisions in Hong 
Kong are made behind closed doors, they have been defined as a ‘black-box’ decision. 
 
 These material considerations are very often not revealed to the applicants entirely. 
Underwood (1981) has mentioned that planning authorities may tend to use standard reasons for 
rejections acceptable in courts to cover up the actual reasons (also in Tang et al. 2000b). This is 
particularly true in Hong Kong where the reasons for rejection are mostly because of 
contradicting the planning intention of the area or setting a bad precedent. This has led planning 
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authorities to use only a few factors in making their decisions (Willis 1995). Within these few 
factors that are important, physical and environmental aspects of planning applications are seen 
as significant as well (McAuslan 1980). Many studies have been conducted with respect to 
significant factors that affect the approval/rejection of planning applications. These will be 
explained in a later part of this chapter (Manipulation of Development Control Data). 
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2.2 Problems with Development Control 
  
 
2.2.1 Uncertainty 
 
Although the purpose of the planning system is to create certainty for developers, as 
mentioned previously this is not always the case. As Underwood (1981) has described it, the 
degree of discretion in the planning decisions as explained in the section about material 
considerations create uncertainties and confusion about the ‘rules of the game’. Tang, Choy et al. 
(2000b) have also mentioned that the permitted development is very certain to developers. 
However the problem lies with whether they are actually allowed to develop that use. The 
criteria for assessing applications (their material considerations) vary substantially under 
different circumstances. Moreover, the effects of uncertain planning systems discourage 
investment and hinder economic development (Staley 2001).  
 
 Another factor that creates uncertainty within the planning system is delay. Underwood 
(1981) has identified that the cause of delay in development control very often lies outside the 
control of local authorities. At times, delay is purely the fault of the applicant as applications are 
incomplete or lack the required supporting documents to continue. The Dobry report  has also 
observed delay as creating uncertainty within the planning system at that time. In the Dobry 
report it was identified that out-of-date plans failed to respond to market demand during the 
development boom. This delay to development increased costs and more appeals were lodged 
(Dobry 1975). Delay is evident in the Hong Kong planning system because public opinions are 
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gathered before a decision is made. To the developer, this would mean even greater uncertainty 
to the success of their application. 
 
2.2.2 Factor Taxes 
 
 Furthermore, zoning is described as a substitute or complement to factor taxes. Bogart 
describes how zoning is similar to taxing the factors of production in an area, since the aim of 
zoning is to restrict the amount of certain trades (land uses) and hence production activities 
(Bogart 2003). 
 
 Following the view of factor taxes caused by zoning, there is another phenomenon which 
is greatly explored in development control studies as a result of land use zoning. The 
phenomenon is known as rent seeking and will be explained in greater detail in the next section. 
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2.3 Rent Seeking 
 
 
 Rent seeking has been an area of study and interest for quite some time. Tullock  was one 
of the first pioneers of the rent seeking theory (Tullock 1993), with Krueger  being another early 
contributor to this field (Krueger 1974). As explained by Gifford Jr., rent seeking occurs when 
the government imposes restrictions and experiences benefits as a result of this (Gifford Jr. 1987). 
These restrictions create rent which people compete for such as tariffs, quotas and monopoly 
franchises (Krueger 1974). If price and output is regulated then this will lead to nonprice 
competition. Gifford Jr. (1987) explains this as competition beyond normal price and cost 
dimensions. Competition in this case will extend to qualitative factors. Nonprice competition will 
eventually stop when profits are zero or when all dimensions have been exhausted. Furthermore, 
nonprice competition is one effect of rent seeking due to government regulation such as land use 
zoning.  
 
A rent seeking government as described by Gifford Jr. (1987) will ‘induce the regulated 
firms to behave in ways’ that bring benefits to the government. Powerful groups that also benefit 
from nonprice competition as a consequence of rent seeking will support the government. 
Lobbying activities are also frequently associated with rent seeking by the government (Benson 
1984). Benson (1984) mentions in his paper that a rent seeking government who manipulates 
regulations in order to gain benefits will experience growth. This is because successful rent 
seeking by one interest group requires the expansion of bureaucratic power. This in turn creates 
more incentives for the formation of additional rent seeking interest groups. The legislative 
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response is to expand these bureaucracies and thus more groups are created one again. The 
process repeats itself in a spiraling manner. 
 
The problems of rent seeking are identified by many researchers. Benson (1984) suggest 
that large amounts of resources are diverted away from productive profit seeking activities to 
unproductive rent seeking as people spend money to buy monopoly privileges. Real resources 
are spent on bureaucratic rents (Gifford Jr. 1987). As Mills (1989) explains it, the diverted 
resources to capture rent become a social cost. Authorities often impose conditions on developers 
for their development right. These conditions are related to bringing benefits to the community. 
Municipal exactions lower the burden on government expenditure. However, Mills (1989) states 
that it is common for developers to contribute facilities that serve residents beyond their own 
apartments. Social costs are created if municipal cost exceeds benefits given due to the 
monopolistic right. Thus, land rent dissipates. Moreover, other social costs as identified by Mills 
(1989) relate to the cost of planning applications for an applied use. If the applications are 
rejected, the cost incurred by the developer are lost as they create no benefits whatsoever by 
themselves. 
 
One way of reducing the effect of rent seeking is to reduce the delay between lodging a 
planning application and receiving the planning decision. (Staley 1994; Lai 1998a) 
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2.4 Manipulation of Development Control Data 
 
 
 The use of development control data to analyse planning decisions have been a popular 
area of study for quite some time. In general, authors tend to use statistical data to identify 
factors which affect planning decisions. The need for such analysis lies in the problem 
highlighted above. The planning system although aims to provide ‘rules of the game’ and 
guidelines that shape development patterns in the future, is highly uncertain in nature. Therefore, 
it has become an area of interest to understand the decision process. 
 
 
2.4.1 Statistical Methods 
 
 Various statistical methods are available which can help interpret development control 
data. Preece has mentioned several considerations one should take note of when conducting 
scientific studies on development control data to test for policies. Preece suggests ways in which 
development control studies should be carried out properly. Firstly, there must be clear logic in 
generating the hypothesis and the method of testing them should also be logical. Hypothesis 
testing is often done by falsification or confirmation, which ever type is appropriate for the study. 
Furthermore, a common error or limitation in research is the sample size. Preece mentions the 
sample size of development control statistics must be large enough to provide standard errors for 
estimates, which help distinguish small differences. Therefore, Preece has provided a general 
framework for the study of development control data. It was emphasized that without appropriate 
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data collection, hypothesis formulation and testing methods, the quantitative study would not 
produce meaningful results (Preece 1900). 
 
 Apart from Preece who has written about a framework for development control studies, 
Gilg and Kelly have mentioned in a comprehensive way how development control should be 
collected and processed for analysis (Gilg and Kelly 1996). Four approaches were identified by 
Gilg and Kelly, each with their own advantages and disadvantages. There is no best method to 
adopt, but selection of the appropriate method is at the discretion of the individual and depends 
on the study itself. They are listed as follows: 
 
1. Simple statistical and cartographic analysis 
2. Examining the data from the decision making process as a source of information for use 
elsewhere, or as a way of testing hypotheses about the effectiveness of planning policies 
(known as logical positivism) 
3. Examining the decision making process as a power struggle (known as political economy) 
4. Examining the process as a random but related sequence of events (known as post 
modernism) 
 
 
The first two methods of study are based on statistical analysis. Each of these approaches 
has been widely used in the field of development control research. A detailed discussion on the 
authors that have selected to use a statistical approach in their study will be illustrated in the next 
section. 
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2.4.2 Aggregate Analysis 
 
 To use an aggregate approach for statistical analysis of development control data is one 
way of identifying trends or help to explain findings. This approach involves grouping the data 
together and then applying statistics to analyse the data set. 
 
 Sellgren has described ways in which aggregate samples of development control data can 
have statistical methods applied to them for greater explanation power (Sellgren 1990). Sellgren 
stated that development control data can be utilized in two ways, aggregate sampling or case 
studies. The difference is that an aggregate approach would involve wide samples whereas case 
studies only focus on a few examples. Aggregate analysis is used mainly to form a framework 
for further study by searching for general trends in a data set. However, Sellgren (1990) has also 
proposed some problems with this approach. Taking aggregate samples of development control 
data could be contain risk as multiple or sequential applications for the same site could be 
included in the data set, causing the author to double count. However, whether applications for 
the same site are considered double counting actually depends on the study. For example, if the 
analysis is concerned with the decision making process only, then double counting is not a 
problem. Another issue identified by Sellgren (1990) is the non-weighting nature of aggregate 
analysis. Since all the data are grouped together, weights are not attached to each case. Weights 
are used for comparative work, without them, the influence of an insignificant case could be 
unreasonably large. Weighting provides homogeneity between data and those data that are not 
weighted could distort the outcome. 
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 Brotherton is another author who has adopted an aggregate method to analyse 
development control data. His study involves the quality and quantity of planning applications 
and on the control and development by planning authorities (Brotherton 1992a; Brotherton 
1992b). The first research (Brotherton 1992a) aims to find determinants of application quality 
and quantity. For this task, an aggregate approach was adopted because it offered a potential for 
‘valuable insights into the overall nature and operation of planning control’. In Brotherton’s 
second study (1992b) the aggregate approach was once again used to assess the effectiveness of 
local authorities. In his study, Brotherton (1992b) found out that local authorities fail to follow 
the guidelines set by the central authority. 
 
 Moreover, Home has chosen aggregate studies for his research related to finding general 
trends with development control statistics (Home 1987). It can be seen that even though 
aggregate studies contain a small sense of crudeness when compared to disaggregate methods, 
they are effective at producing general trends. Their use should not be boycotted because of their 
simple nature as they have great preliminary explanation power. Concerns about the limitation of 
aggregate methods were proposed by several authors (Larkham 1900; Preece 1900; McNamara 
and Healey 1984; Sellgren 1990). However one important point to note is that aggregate data is 
the necessary first step for data analysis (Gilg and Kelly 1996). 
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2.4.3 Disaggregate Analysis 
 
 In statistics, disaggregate analysis refers to mathematical approaches that consider each 
case individually as constituent parts of the model. Compared with aggregate analysis, a 
disaggregate approach requires much more mathematical processing power and is mostly used to 
generate the probability of an event occurring. 
 
 One such disaggregate model which has been applied to development control data is the 
Logit Model. The Logit Model is a discrete choice model that assesses the probability of an 
event. Willis (1995) has adopted the Logit Model in his research which helps identify what the 
planning authority consider as decisive factors when granting planning approval. Willis conducts 
the study by selecting several factors then analysing the probability that they lead to a successful 
planning application. The results of his study however, show that the authorities make decisions 
based on intuitive judgment rather than systematic analysis. 
 
 Tang and Choy have also used the Logit Model to study office development planning 
applications in Kowloon, Hong Kong. Using this regression analysis, Tang and Choy propose 
that development scale, timing of decisions, number of previous attempts and existing market 
supply are all significant factors that influence the probability of attaining a planning approval 
(Tang and Choy 2000a). However, using Preece’s (1900) framework for development control 
study, the number of samples which Tang and Choy has utilized is rather small, and hence does 
not contain as much persuasive power. Nevertheless, this was one of the few studies that utilized 
regression analysis for development control data in Hong Kong. 
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 The Logit Model was used again by Tang, Choy and Wat to analyse office development 
in Hong Kong. In this study, the decisive factors for office development in Hong Kong were 
increased from four in the previous study by Tang and Choy (2000) to seven. Variables 
examined were MTR accessibility, state of the office market sector, loading facilities, car 
parking facilities, frontage, development intensity and negative precedent. Similar to Tang and 
Choy (2000), only a small sample of data was used for the analysis. (Tang, Choy et al. 2000b) 
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2.5 The Probit Model 
 
 
 Previous attempts of using the Probit Model, which is yet another discrete choice 
statistical model, have been popular in the area of medical and social sciences. Probit and Logit 
Models help analyse dependent variables which are not continuous, an ideal statistical 
application for planning decisions which can either be approved or rejected (dependent value of 
1 or 0). 
 
 The explanation of this model is provided by many authors (Theil 1971; Amemiya 1981; 
Aldrich and Nelson 1984). Early applications of the Probit method were in toxicity research for 
mortality controls (Trevan 1927; Burn 1930; Bliss 1935; Finney 1944). Probit at that time was 
used to investigate the impact of insecticides on insects. Since then, Probit has been adopted in a 
range of studies such as homeownership (Lee and Trost 1978) and ownership of automobiles 
(Farrell 1954) to name a few. However, more importantly to this dissertation, is its application to 
development control data. 
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2.6 Application of the Probit Model to Development Control Data 
 
 
 The Probit model being applied to planning statistics is a fairly new area for research. 
Following Lai and Ho and their introduction of Probit modelling to planning statistics it has 
become the basis of a new research direction. (Lai and Ho 2002) 
 
Lai and Ho published a research paper that studied the residential zones in Hong Kong 
using the Probit Model. What the paper aimed to accomplish was whether the Town Planning 
Board had bias in favor of larger developments, granting their approval much more frequently 
than smaller developments. The latter half of the objective was to determine if exogenous 
government policies toward development affect the success rate of planning applications. The 
outcome of this research reveals that the government is not a rent seeking entity as far as 
residential zone is concerned. There is no significant difference between the success of larger 
and small developments. However, when exogenous policies are considered along with planning 
applications, Residential (Group B) and (Group C) witnessed heavy exogenous influence, and so 
there is statistical evidence to prove that the decision of the Town Planning Board is not entirely 
autonomous from policies. (Lai and Ho 2001b) 
 
Following their paper in 2001(b), Lai and Ho conducted a research on the economic role 
of the planning mechanism as a means of regulating housing supply. Lai and Ho examined the 
success of planning applications for residential development in Comprehensive Development 
Areas (CDA), Government, Institution or Community (G/IC) and Green Belt (GB) before and 
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after 1997 where policy changes were announced. Furthermore, they investigated whether larger 
sites are favored in these land use zones for residential development, hoping to reveal the rent 
seeking nature of the government. The results establish that housing policies do not affect the 
decision of the Town Planning Board when it comes to applications for residential development 
in CDA, G/IC or GB zones. However, larger developments were indeed favored in CDA zones 
which is not to say the government is a rent seeker, but definitely questionable. An explanation 
would be the quality of planning proposals submitted. (Lai 2002) 
 
Other areas of development control data which the Probit Model has spread to is Small 
house development in the Green Belt zone (Lai and Ho 2001a; Lai and Ho 2001c) and in the 
investigation of overlapping land uses (Lai and Ho 2001d). 
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CHAPTER 3 
 
 
3. HYPOTHESIS AND METHODOLOGY 
 
 
3.1 Land Use Definitions 
 
 
 By using the planning application statistics available from the Planning Department, we 
are able to evaluate development control in Hong Kong using an empirical approach. The 
behaviour of the TPB with respect to granting planning approvals for developments that lie 
within mixed land use areas can be investigated. As the subject of study relates to planning 
applications in the R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC and GB zones. It is important that we define these land 
uses. 
 
 
3.1.1 Residential (R(A), R(B), R(C), R(D), R(E)) 
 
There are five classes of residential zones altogether, ranging from A to E. The planning 
intention of each class is different from high density developments at class A to low density at E. 
The planning intentions are listed for each zone as follows6: 
                                                 
6 From the Hong Kong Planning Area No.1, Draft Kennedy Town & Mount Davis Outline Zoning Plan No. S/H1/15, 
Schedule of Uses (attached as Appendix 3) 
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R(A): “high-density residential developments. Commercial uses are always permitted on the 
lowest three floors of a building or in the purpose-designed non-residential portion of an 
existing building” 
 
R(B): “medium-density residential developments where commercial uses serving the residential 
neighbourhood may be permitted on application to the TPB” 
 
R(C): “low-rise, low-density residential developments where commercial uses serving the 
residential neighbourhood may be permitted on application to the TPB” 
 
R(D): “for improvement and upgrading of existing temporary structures within the rural areas 
through redevelopment of existing temporary structures into permanent buildings. It is 
also intended for low-rise, low-density residential developments subject to planning 
permission from the TPB”7 
 
R(E): “for phasing out of existing industrial uses through redevelopment (or conversion) for 
residential use on application to the TPB. Whilst existing industrial uses will be tolerated, 
new industrial developments are not permitted in order to avoid perpetuation of 
industrial/residential interface problem” 
 
 
                                                 
7 From the Approved Ho Chung Outline Zoning Plan No. S/SK-HC/9, Schedule of Uses (attached as Appendix 4) 
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3.1.2 Government, Institution or Community (G/IC) 
 
The TPB guidelines No.16 provide a detailed description of the planning intention of the 
G/IC zone8. The general intention is: 
 
“…developed or redeveloped solely for GIC uses unless it can be established that the provision 
of GIC facilities would not be jeopardized.” 
 
 Also stated in the guidelines is the general objective of the G/IC zone, which is: 
 
a. to meet the present and future needs of the community 
 
b. cater for unforeseen future demands and for which no specific GIC uses have been 
designated for the time being 
 
 
An interesting point to emphasize in the guideline No. 16 is the following paragraph: 
 
“[A] major portion of the proposed development should be dedicated to GIC and other public 
uses including public open spaces. Otherwise, the proposed development is considered to 
constitute a significant departure from the planning intention of the "G/IC" zone and, unless with 
very strong justifications and under special circumstances, planning permission for such 
development would not be granted.” 
                                                 
8 Town Planning Board Guidelines for Application for Development within Green Belt Zone under Section 16 of the 
Town Planning Ordinance, TPB PG-NO. 16, dated January 1999. 
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This means that general planning applications made to the TPB for development within G/IC 
zones should attempt to incorporate GIC features such as open spaces, schools etc. otherwise 
they may be rejected on the grounds of deviation from the planning intention of the area.  
 
3.1.3 Green Belt (GB) 
 
The TPB guidelines No.10 provide a detailed description of the planning intention of the 
GB zone9. The general intention is:  
 
“…to promote the conservation of the natural environment and to safeguard it from 
encroachment by urban-type developments” 
 
Also stated in the guidelines is the general purpose of the GB zone, which is: 
 
a. to conserve existing landscape features, areas of scenic value and areas of recognized 
"fung shui" importance;  
 
b. to define the outer limits of urbanized districts and to serve as a buffer between and within 
urban areas; and  
 
c. to provide additional outlets for passive recreational uses 
 
                                                 
9 Town Planning Board Guidelines for Application for Development within Green Belt Zone under Section 16 of the 
Town Planning Ordinance, TPB PG-NO. 10, dated July 1991. 
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It is worth noting that also in the guidelines is the main planning criteria set out by the 
TPB. The key points are highlighted below: 
 
a. “There is a general presumption against development (other than redevelopment) in a 
"GB" zone” 
 
b. “An application for new development in a "GB" zone will only be considered in 
exceptional circumstances and must be justified with very strong planning grounds.” 
 
The idea of planning intention in GB zones is to restrict development in general. These GB 
zones have a purpose of protecting the rural areas from the effects of urban sprawl and other 
environmental consequences that result from urban areas spreading outwards indefinitely. As 
stipulated in the guidelines, development will only be approved in GB zones if there is a strong 
justification to depart from the plans. 
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3.1.4 Residential and Government, Institution or Community (R_G/IC) 
 
The definition for a R_G/IC zone is the combination of all ‘residential’ zones together 
with the ‘government, institution or community’ zone. It refers to a site whose land use zone is 
not restricted to one only. The parcel of land consists of both R and G/IC zones (it is a Special 
Site). 
 
3.1.5 Residential and Green Belt (R_GB) 
 
The definition for a R_GB zone is the combination of all ‘residential’ zones together with 
the ‘green belt’ zone. It refers to a site whose land use zone is not restricted to one only. The 
parcel of land consists of both R and GB zones (it is another type of Special Site). 
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3.2 Hypotheses 
 
 
Data for R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC and GB zones will be collected from the extensive source 
of planning applications available from the Planning Department. The planning applications will 
be manually filtered according to the land use criteria in order to obtain a set of appropriate data 
for the approval of residential development. With the available data set, four refutable 
hypotheses concerning the residential development proposals in the defined land use zones are 
established: 
 
Hypothesis I: The probability of obtaining planning approvals for an application in a 
R_G/IC zone is higher than G/IC zone. 
 
Hypothesis II: The probability of obtaining planning approvals for an application in a 
R_GB zone is higher than GB zone. 
 
Hypothesis III: The probability of obtaining planning approvals for an application in a 
R_G/IC and R_GB zone is higher if the composition is mainly R zone 
(greater than 50%). 
 
Hypothesis IV: Planning applications for larger sites (measured in terms of proposed GFA) 
have a greater chance of approval than smaller sites in R_G/IC and R_GB 
zones. 
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3.3 Interpretation of Hypotheses 
 
 
 Hypothesis I and II tests whether the primary zone (residential) in these planning 
applications, defined as the land use zone that does not require prior approval becomes a 
significant factor for the TPB to base their decision on. Since the site consists of not only G/IC 
and GB use, the part which is zoned as R may provide enough incentive for the TPB to consider 
an approval because the site contains a certain degree of bias towards residential development. 
The purpose of this hypothesis then becomes to test if sites with a mixture of residential zone and 
other uses have a higher chance of approval for residential development than those other uses 
alone. 
 
  If Hypothesis I and II is refuted, it means when the TPB considers planning applications 
related to residential developments, even if they are in sites with mixed uses they are totally 
indifferent to their counterpart secondary use sites (G/IC and GB). The partly residential nature 
of the site has no influence on the decision to approve a planning application for residential 
development. The TPB will consider the application for the change in G/IC and GB land use in 
those ‘Special Sites’ like they would for G/IC and GB sites alone. However, if either Hypothesis 
I or II is not refuted, it implies that the general rule of residential bias having an effect on 
planning decisions can not be applied to all cases. Instead, it will suggest that those zones that 
accept this rule are only on a case to case basis, and further study can be made to identify the 
other secondary land uses (the other use in the Special Site that requires planning application, 
such as G/IC or GB) that carry this characteristic. An implicit bias may exist as a consequence of 
this observation. In the situation where Hypothesis I and II are both not refuted, this would mean 
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that the general rule of multiple zones can most likely be applied to all other secondary zones, 
although further research is still required. 
 
 Hypothesis III aims to discover the relevance of residential zone composition in these 
Special Sites. Similar to Hypothesis I and II which tests for bias based on the presence of a 
residential zone in the Special Site, Hypothesis III tests for further partiality due to the size of 
this residential zone. It is possible that there is a higher chance of approval for planning 
applications of residential developments because the majority of the site is classified as 
residential use already. In this scenario, the residential use may constitute a large portion of the 
land which the TPB sees as a strong incentive to develop that land for this purpose. This 
hypothesis is independent to Hypothesis I and II because it only assesses the criteria for planning 
application approval in the Special Site. Even if the chance of success in R_G/IC and R_GB is 
no different than G/IC and GB respectively, the decisive factors that grant planning approval will 
be different in each zone and this special feature of residential composition should be examined 
as a potential factor. 
 
 If Hypothesis III is refuted, then this would suggest that the TPB’s decision to approve or 
reject planning applications in these Special Sites is not based on residential composition. There 
would be no apparent bias in the planning system in these Special Sites and each case is assessed 
on their own individual merits. However, non-rejection of such hypothesis would suggest that 
the TPB favours planning approvals in sites with the majority of the land zoned as residential 
because it may be seen by the TPB as the ‘dominant’ planning intention of the site in terms of 
development direction. 
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 The purpose of Hypothesis IV is to assess another factor that could enhance the 
probability of obtaining planning approvals in these Special Sites. The factor which is 
investigated is the development scale of the planning application. Hypothesis IV suggests that a 
larger residential development scale, described in terms of proposed GFA (m2) has a greater 
chance of approval by the TPB. The objective of this Hypothesis is to observe and recognize 
more factors that can assist the planning applications for residential development. Moreover, this 
hypothesis can test for rent-seeking activities within the TPB. The TPB may view the planning 
applications for residential development in Special Sites as a way to rent-seek. If larger 
developments are favoured in the R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC or GB zone, the adherence to their 
planning intention is questionable. It is also debatable that larger developments in these zones 
will create benefits for society if this situation occurs frequently, since the deviation from the 
original intention to provide public facilities and green areas has been replaced with large scale 
residential development. Therefore, it is hard to assume that the greater success of large scale 
development compared with those smaller is an outcome of case to case analysis of individual 
merits.  
 
Lai (2002) has previously studied the rent-seeking nature of various organizations, and 
they have discovered that the TPB does not possess rent-seeking attributes having carried out a 
Probit regression analysis. The TPB does not favour larger developments in individual zones. 
However their study is limited to residential zones only, further study will be made in this 
dissertation to examine whether the same will happen to residential developments within Special 
Sites. 
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If Hypothesis IV is refuted it would suggest that development scale either has no effect 
on planning applications or that smaller developments will possess a greater success rate, 
depending on the results of the statistical Probit analysis. Also, there would be no prima facie 
evidence that the TPB is a rent-seeker. On the other hand, if Hypothesis IV is not refuted then 
development scale can be seen as a decisive variable that influences the decisions of planning 
applications, and that the TPB favours large residential developments. Furthermore, prima facie 
evidence would exist for rent-seeking activities by the TPB as far as Special Sites are concerned. 
 
The Hypotheses I, II, III and IV all intend to investigate the possibility of bias within the 
TPB when making planning application decisions in respect to Special Sites. When the bias is 
revealed, a certain degree of certainty will also be exposed about the planning system and land 
that rests on multiple zones. Hypotheses III and IV also help determine the various factors in 
these Special Sites that increase the chance of obtaining a planning approval for residential 
development. By knowing these factors the likelihood of planning rejection could be minimized 
as a developer applies for a change in land use. For example, if a developer realizes that the 
higher composition of residential zone in his/her Special Site will result in a higher planning 
application success rate for residential development, he/she may agglomerate other residential 
zoned land surrounding the site, in effect boosting the ratio of R to G/IC or GB zone. 
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3.4 Methodology 
 
 
Aggregate studies will be conducted first on the R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC and GB zone data 
collected from the Planning Department. This will provide a general picture and basic study of 
the planning applications which act as an initial test for the data set. Basic aggregate methods 
however are not sufficient to test the determined hypotheses and fulfill the objectives of this 
study. A non-aggregate approach will be adopted to model a dichotomous dependent variable, 
which will analyse the data in a rigorous way. Previous research in the field of development 
control statistics have been performed using a Probit Model (Lai and Ho 2001a; Lai and Ho 
2001b; Lai and Ho 2001c; Lai and Ho 2001d; Lai 2002; Chau and Lai 2004) and have shown the 
feasibility of applying such statistical analysis to planning application data. Apart from the Probit 
model which has been adapted from use in social sciences to planning statistics, there are several 
others that are available. The Linear Probability Model and Logit Model are other examples of 
statistical models that can be applied. However, the applicability of the Linear Probability Model 
is undesirable as the dependent variables used in this model must range from positive infinity to 
negative infinity. Using such model for planning statistics which have a dependent variable value 
of either 1 or 0 is inappropriate (Amemiya 1981). As the results generated by the Logit Model 
and Probit Model are very similar, except in extreme values of Xj (Amemiya 1981; Aldrich and 
Nelson 1984), therefore the Probit Model will be adopted because of previous achievements in 
applying it to the planning statistics of Hong Kong. 
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3.5 Model Specification 
 
 
The objective of using the Probit Model is to find the relationship between (a) the 
probability of approving a planning application related to residential development for a site in the 
specified zones and (b) the attributes of particular applications. A detailed explanation of the 
model will be highlighted below. 
 
 
3.5.1 Probit Model 
 
Suppose that there is an unobserved variable denoted y*, which has a range from -∞ to 
+∞. This y* is assumed to be linearly related to the observed independent variables, Xs, such that: 
 
[3.1] 
y* is then linked with the observed binary variable y (the outcome) by the following equation: 
       
[3.2] 
 
 Hence, Pr (y=1) = Pr (y*>0), and Pr (y=0) = Pr (y*≤0) = 1-Pr (y=1). Since y* is 
continuous, the problems of specifying a linear probability model are avoided. We assume that 
the expected value of the error term is 0 (i.e. E (e|x) = 0). Since y* is not observable, the variance 
of the error term e (i.e. Var (e|x)) cannot be estimated. We have to assume the distribution of the 
error term. As “the probability of an event is unaffected by the identifying assumption regarding 
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Var (e|x) (Long 1997, p.50), we here assume the error term e follows normal distribution with 
mean 0 and variance 1. The cumulative distribution function of a normal distribution with E (e|x) 
= 0 and Var (e|x) = 1 is: 
             
          [3.3] 
 
 
 Pr (y=1) = Pr (y*>0) = Pr (∑bjXj+e>0) = Pr (e>-∑bjXj). Since the cumulative normal 
distribution is symmetrical, Pr (e>-∑bjXj) = Pr (e<∑bjXj). Hence: 
 
   Pr (y=1) 
= Pr (e<∑bjXj) = Φ (∑bjXj) 
             
          [3.4] 
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3.5.2 Maximum Likelihood Method 
 
 
 As stated previously, y* is not observable. Therefore, we can not use Ordinary Least 
Square (OLS) method to estimate the parameter bj and instead the Maximum Likelihood Method 
is used. 
 
 Since a planning application can only have two possible outcomes of either being 
approved (y=1) or rejected (y=0), and because all town planning applications are independent to 
each other we can apply the binomial distribution to find the likelihood of occurrence of a 
particular event: 
 
[3.5] 
 
 where i denotes the ith application. We may also obtain the Log likelihood equation by 
taking logs on both sides of the equation [3.5]. 
 
 The exact values of bj are never known, thus the Maximum Likelihood Method is used to 
find the set of values of bj that can maximize the probability (likelihood) of a particular 
observation. 
  
 Given that the Log Likelihood equation is globally concave (i.e. there will be only 1 
maximum), we can use iterative procedures to converge our estimations to the single maximum 
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(Amemiya 1981). The iteration method starts with an initial value, attempts to improve on this 
guess by adding a vector of adjustments, and ends until there is an observed convergence (Long 
and Freese 2006). 
  
 Nevertheless, all the above calculations can be facilitated by statistical computer software 
available in the market, such as Eviews and SPSS. 
 
 
3.6 Data Description 
 
 
The data used for this dissertation is collected manually from the Planning Department. 
There were a total of 619 planning applications for residential development in R_G/IC, R_GB, 
G/IC and GB zones combined from the year 1990 to 2007. The data collected only consisted of 
first applications to the TPB through section 16 of the TPO. Any subsequent data on review or 
appeal cases were not collected. Information regarding review or appeal cases was not gathered, 
due to the significance of this study being to assist developers in knowing the factors that the 
TPB consider having received a section 16 application for a Special Site. The data collected this 
way includes the case number, date of decision, decision, class of land use zone/s the site rests on, 
proposed GFA of the residential development and whether the majority (greater than 50%) of the 
land in the case is zoned as residential use. However, there were a few cases with missing 
information regarding the proposed GFA as it was undisclosed, and thus they were excluded 
from the analysis. 
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3.7 Dependent Variable 
 
 As the general objective of this study is to identify the factors that affect the probability 
of a planning application being approved by the TPB, the dependent variable will be the 
probability of an approved planning application. The value of a dependent variable can only 
take the value of 1 or 0. In this case, the probability of an approved planning application will take 
the value of 1 if the application is approved and 0 if it is rejected. Since our study focuses on first 
applications to the TPB via the section 16 mechanism, what constitutes as an approval is the 
initial approval by the TPB only. Therefore in the selected cases, if the decision by the TPB is 
‘approved’, ‘approved with conditions’ or ‘temporarily approved’ the value of this dependent 
variable will be 1. This means that any subsequent approvals by means of planning review or 
appeal is disregarded. These cases will be treated as though the TPB had rejected them in the 
first place, and the value of the dependent variable will thus be 0. In summary, all cases that have 
been approved in the initial section 16 application by the TPB will take a value of 1. Others that 
have initially been rejected will take the value of 0. Further cases of planning reviews and 
appeals will not be considered. 
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3.8 Independent Variables 
 
 Variables that affect the dependent variable (probability of a successful planning 
application) are known as ‘independent variables’. They have a direct relationship with the 
dependent variable which can take the value of 1 or 0, and the aim of this study is to identify 
those independent variables influence it. 
 
3.8.1 Gross Floor Area (GFA) 
 
 Following Hypothesis IV of our study, the gross floor area is considered because it is a 
measure of the scale of development. As the GFA is hypothesized to have a positive effect with 
the success of planning applications (i.e. larger developments will be more successful), it 
becomes an independent variable in our Probit analysis to be tested. The measurement of GFA is 
in m2 and Table 4.1 below shows the distribution of development scale in the collected data. 
 
  Table 4.1    
Gross Floor Area of planning applications for residential 
development in R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC and GB Zones 
       
Gross Floor 
Area 
Below 0.1 ha 0.1 to 1 ha 1 to 10 ha Above 10 ha N/A TOTAL 
No. of Cases 
(%) 
57 (9.2%) 206 (33.3%) 282 (45.6%) 64 (10.3%) 
10 
(1.6%) 
619 
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3.9 Dummy Variables 
 
 The use of dummy variables in regression analysis and hence our Probit Model is to 
indicate a categorical effect by the values 1 or 0, similar to that of a dependent variable. It is still 
considered an independent variable because it influences the outcome of the dependent variable. 
However, unlike GFA (independent variable), the values 1 and 0 of a dummy variable mark the 
absence or presence of an event instead of a series of numerical data. 
 
3.9.1 Zoning Dummies (R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC, GB) 
 
 The purpose of the zoning dummies used in the Probit Model is to help investigate the 
effect of land use zoning on the dependent variable. Since the land use can only take the values 1 
or 0 (present and absent land use), it is most suited to be included in the model as a dummy. Out 
of the 619 planning applications that have been collected, 132 of those cases rest on a R_G/IC 
zone, 143 rest on R_GB, 237 rest on G/IC, and 153 rest on GB (Fig 5.1). In some cases, an 
application may rest on more than one of the specified land use zones (e.g. cases which rest on 
all three R, G/IC and GB zones). These special cases will be counted for both their uses, and 
hence the total number of cases sorted by land use will be greater than 619. The assumption 
adopted here is to treat these special cases as two applications, one for the G/IC and the other for 
the GB portion of the land. These dummy variables are set to find out whether the residential 
portion of a Special Site has any influence on the decision of the planning application (i.e. 
greater chance of success for applied residential development). 
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Distribution of planning applications - by land use
GB
23%
G/IC
35%
R_GB
22%
R_G/IC
20%
 
Fig 5.1 
 
The four zoning dummies are indicated as follows: 
 
1. R_G/IC is equal to 1 if the proposed development is located on a site with ‘residential’ 
and ‘government, institution or community’ land uses and equal to 0 if otherwise 
 
2. R_GB is equal to 1 if the proposed development is located on a site with ‘residential’ and 
‘green belt’ land uses and equal to 0 if otherwise 
 
 
3. G/IC is equal to 1 if the proposed development is located on a site with ‘government, 
institution or community’ land use and equal to 0 if otherwise 
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4. GB is equal to 1 if the proposed development is located on a site with ‘green belt’ land 
use and equal to 0 if otherwise 
 
3.9.2 Residential Composition Dummies (COMP) 
 
 Similar in nature to the zoning dummies, the residential composition dummy can only 
take the value of 1 and 0. The purpose is also identical, which is to explore the factors that 
influence planning approvals in Special Sites. As explained in Hypothesis III, the purpose of this 
dummy is to assess the significance of residential composition on planning approvals. This 
dummy will take the value of 1 if the residential composition is greater than 50% and 0 if the 
composition is less than 50%. The means by which the data are sorted and identified as having a 
composition greater or less than 50% is through manual filtering after inspection of the relevant 
OZP in each case. Out of the 619 cases, 188 of them have a residential composition over 50%. 
However, this figure includes those cases which rest on purely G/IC and GB zones. Therefore, 
when considering R_G/IC and R_GB zones only, out of 275 cases 188 have a composition over 
50%, a much more significant number (Fig 5.2). 
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Distribution of planning statistics - by residential 
composition in R_G/IC and R_GB zones
Comp. > 50%
68%
Comp. < 50%
32%
 
Fig 5.2 
 
 
 The residential composition dummy is listed below: 
 
1. Comp is equal to 1 if the residential composition of the proposed development is greater 
than 50% of the site and equal to 0 if otherwise 
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CHAPTER 4 
 
 
4. RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION 
 
 
4.1 Aggregate Analysis 
 
 
 To prove the hypotheses established in Chapter 3 of this dissertation, the first method 
used is the aggregate analysis. This approach is for preliminary testing purposes, and it will 
provide the general trend and an initial glance at the behaviour of the TPB as hypothesized in 
Chapter 3. The aggregate analysis is conducted by calculating the success rate of the planning 
applications by dividing the number of approvals by the total number of applications. 
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4.1.1 Gross Floor Area (GFA) 
 
Gross Floor 
Area Approvals Total 
Success 
Rate (%) 
Below 0.1 ha 24 57 42.1 
0.1 to 1 ha 110 206 53.4 
1 to 10 ha 117 282 41.5 
Above 10 ha 45 64 70.3 
N/A 7 10 70.0 
TOTAL 303 619 48.9 
Table 5.1 Success rate of planning applications with respect to the GFA variable (aggregate 
analysis) [1 ha = 10,000 m2] 
 
 
 Having conducted an aggregate analysis for the GFA aspect of planning applications, it 
can be observed that the success rates for development scales between 0 to 10 hectares (0 to 
100,000 m2) are fairly similar. Below 0.1 hectares (less than 1000 m2) and between 1 to 10 
hectares (10,000 to 100,000 m2) the success rates are below 50%, and between 0.1 to 1 hectares 
(1,000 to 10,000 m2) the success rate barely reached over 50%. This shows that on the surface, a 
pattern of increasing success rates cannot be seen as the development size increases as well. 
However, once the success rate of above 10 hectares (greater than 100,000 m2) is examined, we 
can see that the success rate is quite significant. More than half of the planning applications that 
fall within this development scale category are approved. 
 
 From the general trend of the simple aggregate analysis, the TPB has no significant bias 
towards approving planning applications with larger GFA. The success rates are fairly constant 
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for all development sizes until the development scale reaches a very high level (above 10 ha). 
However, because the sample size of the ‘above 10 ha’ category is small, there is a level of 
uncertainty in this interpretation of aggregate results. A detailed analysis using the Probit Method 
is required. 
 
4.1.2 Zoning 
 
Zoning Approvals Total Success Rate (%) 
R_G/IC 101 132 76.5 
R_GB 89 143 62.2 
G/IC 155 237 65.4 
GB 57 153 37.3 
TOTAL 402 665 60.5 
Table 5.2 Success rate of planning applications with respect to zoning (aggregate analysis) 
 
 
 Taking the aggregate approach for the success rate of planning applications in different 
land uses, several trends were witnessed. Between the R_G/IC and G/IC zones, the success rate 
of planning applications for residential development is higher in R_G/IC than G/IC. 
Correspondingly, the success rate is higher in R_GB zone than in GB zone as well. This 
aggregate method has revealed that the residential portion of the land does indeed bear some 
influence on the decision by the TPB. The cases which contain a portion of the site in the 
residential zone have experienced a higher rate of success than their individually zoned 
counterpart. Furthermore, what the aggregate analysis also suggests is that the TPB have adhered 
to the planning intention of both G/IC and GB zones. It is observed that success rate in a GB 
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zone is below 50%, and much lower than uses. This is normal as the purpose of the GB zone as 
stipulated in the Planning guidelines 10  is to “promote the conservation of the natural 
environment and to safeguard it from encroachment by urban-type developments”. Likewise, 
there is a resistance against development in this zone unless soundly justified. 
 
 However, once a residential portion of the lot is introduced, the success rate exceeds 50%. 
The difference between the success rates of R_G/IC and G/IC are not as drastic as R_GB and GB 
(almost double the amount). The explanation using the aggregate data is that the chance of 
success in the G/IC zone for residential development is already quite high, and that the mixture 
of residential zone in the Special Site only has minimal add-on effects. 
 
 Under the aggregate approach Hypotheses I and II are accepted. The mixture of 
residential zoned land use is a factor that improves the probability that a planning application 
regarding residential development is approved. 
 
 
                                                 
10 Town Planning Board Guidelines for Application for Development within Green Belt Zone under Section 16 of 
the Town Planning Ordinance, TPB PG-NO. 10, dated July 1991. 
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4.1.3 Residential Composition 
  
Residential 
Composition Approvals Total 
Success 
Rate (%) 
> 50% 134 366 36.6 
< 50% 54 253 21.3 
TOTAL 188 619 30.4 
Table 5.3 Success rate of planning applications with respect to residential composition – all cases 
(aggregate analysis) 
 
 
 Having conducted the aggregate analysis for residential composition, the results refute 
Hypothesis III established in Chapter 3 of this dissertation. When all the cases are considered (a 
total of 619) and their residential composition are analysed using the aggregate method, the 
success rate of cases were found to acknowledge Hypothesis III in some aspects. When the 
residential zone composition is greater than 50% of the Special Site zoning, it enjoyed a higher 
chance for development approval than that of composition below 50%. However, even though 
‘composition greater than 50%’ experienced higher success rate than ‘composition lower than 
50%’, the success rates are still below 50% and it is suggested that residential composition is not 
a significant factor that affects decisions of planning applications. This interpretation only gives 
the general scenario of residential composition and planning applications for all R_G/IC, R_GB, 
G/IC and GB zoned cases. Nevertheless, the aim of Hypothesis III is to assess the influence of 
composition on development approvals in R_G/IC and R_GB cases only, since the intention of 
this dissertation is to study Special Sites. Therefore the planning applications have been filtered 
(Table 5.4) as shown below: 
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Residential 
Composition Approvals Total 
Success 
Rate (%) 
> 50% 134 188 71.3 
< 50% 54 64 84.4 
TOTAL 188 252 74.6 
Table 5.4 Success rate of planning applications with respect to residential composition – in 
R_G/IC and R_GB zones (aggregate analysis) 
 
 
 By analyzing the data in R_G/IC and R_GB zones only, we can observe that the success 
rates have changed greatly once the data set has been modified. In both these zones, the success 
rates of planning applications for residential developments are well above 50%. Another 
observation is that the success rate of ‘residential composition below 50%’ is higher than ‘above 
50%’. The results of this aggregate analysis reveal that Hypothesis III is refuted and residential 
composition has no significant impact on planning approvals. However, because the data set of 
‘composition below 50%’ is much smaller than ‘above 50%’, the interpretations carry a degree 
of uncertainty as the success rates may alter once more cases are introduced. The limited data set 
prohibit us from identifying a significant pattern and thus the Probit Model must be adopted. 
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4.2 Regression Analysis - Probit Model 
 
 
 The Probit Model offers a more comprehensive method of data analysis beyond simple 
aggregate manipulations. This Model was mentioned in Chapter 3 of this dissertation and 
clarified in terms of its statistical equation. Taking the dependent, independent and dummy 
variables identified (GFA, R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC, GB and COMP), they are placed into the 
Probit equation for analysis. The result is summarized in the Table 6.1. 
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Dependent Variable: DECISION   
Method: ML - Binary Probit 
Date: 01/31/08   Time: 19:01   
Sample: 1 619   
Included observations: 607   
Convergence achieved after 7 iterations  
Covariance matrix computed using second derivatives 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.   
R_GIC 0.707133 0.267611 2.642391 0.0082 
R_GB 0.141499 0.288205 0.490966 0.6235 
GIC 0.642684 0.264755 2.427469 0.0152 
GB -0.128258 0.254348 -0.504262 0.6141 
GFA 1.70E-06 7.16E-07 2.376355 0.0175 
COMP 0.465840 0.202653 2.298710 0.0215 
C -0.373314 0.254238 -1.468362 0.1420 
Mean dependent var 0.589786     S.D. dependent var 0.492278 
S.E. of regression 0.465161     Akaike info criterion 1.258502 
Sum squared resid 129.8248     Schwarz criterion 1.309341 
Log likelihood -374.9552     Hannan-Quinn criter. 1.278282 
Restr. log likelihood -410.9004     Avg. log likelihood -0.617719 
LR statistic (6 df) 71.89030     McFadden R-squared 0.087479 
Probability(LR stat) 1.67E-13    
Obs with Dep=0 249      Total obs 607 
Obs with Dep=1 358    
Table 6.1 Results of first Probit analysis – all independent variables 
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When all the variables are inputted into the Probit equation linearly, some results such as 
R_GB and GB are insignificant, whilst most are in the region of being significant to the 1% level 
(except COMP). However, there is more to this than what meets the eye. By only including the 
R_GB and GB variables in the Probit equation, there are improvements in the significance of 
both variables. As shown in Table 6.2, the significance of GB has become extremely significant 
to the 1% level whilst R_GB although improved still fails to meet the 10% significance level.  
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Dependent Variable: DECISION   
Method: ML - Binary Probit 
Date: 01/31/08   Time: 19:29   
Sample: 1 619   
Included observations: 619   
Convergence achieved after 3 iterations  
Covariance matrix computed using second derivatives 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.   
R_GB -0.159087 0.129050 -1.232749 0.2177 
GB -0.795928 0.126267 -6.303538 0.0000 
C 0.470818 0.072619 6.483386 0.0000 
Mean dependent var 0.591276 S.D. dependent var 0.491996 
S.E. of regression 0.475927 Akaike info criterion 1.295720 
Sum squared resid 139.5279 Schwarz criterion 1.317181 
Log likelihood -398.0252 Hannan-Quinn criter. 1.304062 
Restr. Log likelihood -418.6858 Avg. log likelihood -0.643013 
LR statistic (2 df) 41.32122 McFadden R-squared 0.049346 
Probability(LR stat) 1.06E-09    
Obs with Dep=0 253      Total obs 619 
Obs with Dep=1 366    
Table 6.2 Results of second Probit analysis – R_GB and GB only 
 
 
 It is important to note that the McFadden R-squared value in Table 6.2 is almost half that 
of Table 6.1 where all the independent variables are considered. The function of the McFadden 
R-squared value is to measure the percentage variation in the dependent variable being 
‘explained’ by the independent variable. Therefore, the higher the McFadden R-squared value 
the more likely it is that the independent variables are responsible for the outcome of the 
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dependent variable11. In Table 6.2 with only the R_GB and GB variable, the McFadden R-
squared value is lower (0.049346) than that in Table 6.1 (0.087479). 
 
 
4.3 Optimal Equation 
 
 
 An optimal equation must be found which has the highest McFadden R-squared value, 
highest Likelihood Ratio Statistic (LR stat) and at the same time contain as much independent 
variables that are significant. The LR stat is used to test the hypothesis that all coefficients are 
simultaneously equal to 0. If the LR stat is high then the null hypothesis is rejected. By obtaining 
such equation, the analysis then becomes meaningful and guarantees that the independent 
variables in the equation influence the dependent variable. Moreover, their effect is also 
significant. 
  
 It was identified that the exclusion of the R_GB variable which was pointed out in Table 
6.2 to have insufficient significance would lower the McFadden R-Square value to 0.087184. 
The corresponding effect on the LR stat is also a decrease from 71.89030 to 71.64750. Therefore, 
this variable should not be excluded from the optimal equation. 
 
                                                 
11 Note that a single ‘bad’ observation included in the data set will reduce the value of the McFadden R-squared 
significantly. Also, the McFadden R-squared is a number that ranges between 1 and 0. However, it will never equal 
1 even if all observations are perfect and flawless. Hence, the value of the McFadden R-squared is not usually high, 
but the tendency to select those with the highest McFadden R-squared value is already sufficient. 
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Dependent Variable: DECISION   
Method: ML - Binary Probit (Quadratic hill climbing) 
Date: 03/31/08   Time: 21:56   
Sample: 1 619   
Included observations: 607   
Convergence achieved after 7 iterations  
Covariance matrix computed using second derivatives 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.   
R_GIC 0.605907 0.168997 3.585310 0.0003 
GIC 0.553251 0.191431 2.890085 0.0039 
GB -0.210680 0.190343 -1.106841 0.2684 
GFA 1.80E-06 6.89E-07 2.615240 0.0089 
COMP 0.510771 0.181416 2.815468 0.0049 
C -0.282766 0.174076 -1.624388 0.1043 
Mean dependent var 0.589786     S.D. dependent var 0.492278 
S.E. of regression 0.464757     Akaike info criterion 1.255607 
Sum squared resid 129.8156     Schwarz criterion 1.299184 
Log likelihood -375.0766     Hannan-Quinn criter. 1.272562 
Restr. log likelihood -410.9004     Avg. log likelihood -0.617919 
LR statistic (5 df) 71.64750     McFadden R-squared 0.087184 
Probability(LR stat) 4.65E-14    
Obs with Dep=0 249      Total obs 607 
Obs with Dep=1 358    
Table 6.3 Results of the Probit analysis – Excluding the R_GB variable 
 
 
 Through further investigation, excluding several other variables or using the log(GFA) 
(Table 6.4) or ln(GFA) (Table 6.5) instead of GFA as proposed by other researchers in the same 
field (Lai and Ho 2001a; Lai and Ho 2001b; Lai and Ho 2001c; Lai 2002; Chau and Lai 2004) 
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has a detrimental effect on both the McFadden R-Square and LR stat values. Hence, the original 
linear form of the Probit analysis (Table 6.1) where all the variables are included and comprises 
of the most number of significant variables is adopted as the optimal equation because it 
generates the highest McFadden R-Square and LR stat. 
 
Dependent Variable: DECISION   
Method: ML - Binary Probit 
Date: 01/31/08   Time: 21:53   
Sample: 1 619   
Included observations: 609   
Convergence achieved after 4 iterations  
Covariance matrix computed using second derivatives 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.   
R_GIC 0.716607 0.273825 2.617026 0.0089 
R_GB 0.204019 0.287243 0.710266 0.4775 
GIC 0.741432 0.255299 2.904173 0.0037 
GB 0.002740 0.239814 0.011424 0.9909 
LOG_GFA 0.150345 0.075641 1.987617 0.0469 
COMP 0.509853 0.202309 2.520172 0.0117 
C -1.011308 0.331004 -3.055275 0.0022 
Mean dependent var 0.589491     S.D. dependent var 0.492331 
S.E. of regression 0.465510     Akaike info criterion 1.260534 
Sum squared resid 130.4531     Schwarz criterion 1.311245 
Log likelihood -376.8327     Hannan-Quinn criter. 1.280262 
Restr. log likelihood -412.3194     Avg. log likelihood -0.618773 
LR statistic (6 df) 70.97334     McFadden R-squared 0.086066 
Probability(LR stat) 2.58E-13    
Obs with Dep=0 250      Total obs 609 
Obs with Dep=1 359    
Table 6.4 Results of the Probit analysis – Using log(GFA) 
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Dependent Variable: DECISION   
Method: ML - Binary Probit 
Date: 03/31/08   Time: 21:55   
Sample: 1 619   
Included observations: 609   
Convergence achieved after 4 iterations  
Covariance matrix computed using second derivatives 
Variable Coefficient Std. Error z-Statistic Prob.   
R_GIC 0.716607 0.273825 2.617026 0.0089 
R_GB 0.204019 0.287243 0.710266 0.4775 
GIC 0.741432 0.255299 2.904173 0.0037 
GB 0.002740 0.239814 0.011424 0.9909 
LN_GFA 0.065294 0.032850 1.987617 0.0469 
COMP 0.509853 0.202309 2.520172 0.0117 
C -1.011308 0.331004 -3.055275 0.0022 
Mean dependent var 0.589491     S.D. dependent var 0.492331 
S.E. of regression 0.465510     Akaike info criterion 1.260534 
Sum squared resid 130.4531     Schwarz criterion 1.311245 
Log likelihood -376.8327     Hannan-Quinn criter. 1.280262 
Restr. log likelihood -412.3194     Avg. log likelihood -0.618773 
LR statistic (6 df) 70.97334     McFadden R-squared 0.086066 
Probability(LR stat) 2.58E-13    
Obs with Dep=0 250      Total obs 609 
Obs with Dep=1 359    
Table 6.5 Results of the Probit analysis – Using ln(GFA) 
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4.4 Interpretation of the Results 
 
 
4.4.1 Zoning Dummies 
 
In the optimal equation (Table 6.1), the zoning independent variables are R_G/IC, R_GB, 
G/IC and GB. The coefficients for each of these zones are positive except in the GB zone where 
it is negative. In terms of the levels of significance, both the R_G/IC and G/IC zones are 
significant to the 1% level. The R_GB and GB zones however, have no observed significance. 
Even if the coefficient for R_GB is positive, the significance level (z-Statistic) suggests that the 
relationship had occurred by chance. For the GB zone the negative coefficient shows that there is 
a tendency for the planning applications to be rejected if the Special Site comprises of a GB use. 
However, due to the significance being extremely low, this finding is abandoned. For the 
R_G/IC and G/IC zones which have a positive coefficient, both of their significance levels are 
1%. If the case rests on a Special Site that consists of G/IC use, the probability of obtaining a 
section 16 planning approval is high. Similarly, if the case rests on a G/IC zone only, the chances 
of approval are also high. However, the aggregate analysis conducted in previous sections have 
identified that the success rate of R_G/IC zone is 76.5% whereas in G/IC it is 65.4%. This shows 
that although both are statistically significant to have an effect on the planning decision, the 
effect of the R_G/IC zone is slightly larger.  
 
Hypothesis I is not refuted as the residential portion of the land appears to have minor 
advantages for the approval of residential development. This advantage although fairly weak, as 
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shown by the small change in success rates does not disprove the suggestion that the TPB has a 
tendency to grant more residential development in Special Sites. As our method of proof is 
through falsification, this bias can certainly exist. However, one must note that the higher 
number of approved residential developments in Special Sites can be related to the quality of 
planning applications instead (Lai and Ho, 2002a). The observation of R_GB and GB means that 
Hypothesis II is refuted because both zones are statistically insignificant, which suggests that 
either the TPB has no bias or that they comply greatly to the TPB guidelines No. 10 with a 
general presumption against development. The zones concerned are GB and thus they are 
extremely sensitive areas to development. Taking the figures from the aggregate analysis, less 
than 40% of the applications made in GB zones were successful. The success rate of GB zones is 
logical as the overall planning intention of that zone tends to restrict development unless there is 
a very rational and strong justification. 
 
 
4.4.2 Composition Dummy 
 
The composition dummy is included into the Probit Model in order to test Hypothesis III. 
In the optimal equation analysis, the coefficient of this dummy variable (COMP) was positive 
and found to be significant to the 5% level. This means that as the development scale increases, 
the chances of approval for planning applications also increases. This event has not occurred by 
chance and is statistically significant. When comparing the aggregate analysis for residential 
composition, sites with greater than 50% residential composition had a 36.6% success rate 
whereas cases with less than 50% residential composition only enjoyed 21.3%. Confirmed by 
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both initial aggregate analysis and the Probit statistical method, Hypothesis III is not refuted. 
Residential composition in Special Sites is a factor which will influence planning approvals. It 
was observed that if the majority of the Special Site is zoned as residential, there was a higher 
success of obtaining planning permission for residential development. It was argued that the 
higher composition of residential use in these Special Sites could lead to easier approvals by the 
TPB. The reason was that bias could exist as the TPB viewed residential development as the 
dominant planning intention of that site. This argument is not refuted from our findings. 
 
 
4.4.3 Gross Floor Area 
 
The coefficient for GFA in the optimal equation is positive and statistically significant to 
the 1% level. This finding is consistent with the aggregate analysis which was conducted before 
the Probit analysis. The success rate of the largest category of developments (above 10 ha or 
100,000 m2) according to Table 5.1 of the aggregate analysis is just over 70%. This is a 
significant percentage of success and indicates that any large scale development that falls within 
this category will most likely be approved. Therefore, Hypothesis IV is not refuted and there is 
prima facie evidence that the government is a rent seeker and favours larger developments. This 
finding is consistent with those of other authors (Staley 1994; Lai and Ho 2001a). 
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 
5. CONCLUSION 
 
 
5.1 Limitations and Areas for Further Study 
 
 
Although the Probit Model is a robust statistical analysis, it is still susceptible to human 
input error or flawed data which cause it to become a meaningless test. The consequence is no 
matter how perfectly executed the analysis was, the outcome will still be inaccurate. This 
problem is of great concern to researchers who choose to adopt statistical analysis, and care must 
be taken when collecting data and processing them. 
 
Limited data size is another area that can be improved. As Preece (1990) has mentioned, 
the sampling size must be large enough to avoid small differences having a significant effect on 
the outcome. The spread of samples for the residential composition and GFA variables in Special 
Sites was uneven and insufficient. A possibility of hidden or wrongly interpreted trends exists. 
 
Another limitation of the study is the number of factors that were taken into account. The 
purpose of this study was to investigate the factors that influence planning decision in Special 
Sites. However, only two factors were investigated (residential composition and development 
scale) which could be extended further to other factors such as site area and more proposed uses, 
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not just limited to residential developments. Qualitative factors such as traffic conditions, 
compatibility of proposed use with adjoining areas and public interest to name a few have not 
been considered in this study as potential decisive factors, even though they are very common 
reasons for rejection used by the TPB. It is advantageous if a developer knows these decisive 
factors in advance and can subsequently increase the probability of obtaining a planning 
approval. Nonetheless, assessing these qualitative aspects is a difficult task due to their complex 
and subjective nature. Developing an index for each of these factors and incorporating them into 
the Probit statistical model would be a problem. 
 
Apart from the factors that relate to the development characteristics which could increase 
the success rate of planning applications, exogenous forces can also be examined. These 
exogenous factors include economic conditions and also government policies (Lai and Ho 2001b; 
Lai and Ho 2001c; Lai 2002). These external factors are uncontrollable by the developer and thus 
it would be interesting to see how the Special Sites are influenced by them. Since the data that 
was collected from the Planning Department already incorporates the information on time of 
application, the sample already contains data from Hong Kong’s golden property age and many 
instances of economic recession such as during the Asian Financial Crisis and Severe Acute 
Respiratory Syndrome. 
 
During data collection and analysis, there were difficulties with recording the land use of 
each case. The zoning patterns that this dissertation considers are R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC and GB, 
but the information was not always clear cut. At times cases rested on more than two land uses, 
for example ‘residential’, ‘government, institution or community’ and ‘green belt’ altogether. 
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Some cases in G/IC zones were also found to have GB zone uses. When the collected planning 
application statistics were sorted by land use, the number of uses exceeded the total number of 
applications. To some extent this situation had blurred the dissimilarity between various land 
uses. 
 
In this dissertation only one type of Special Site is studied. However, there are numerous 
other combinations of land use that can be examined and these will form new definitions of 
Special Sites. Further study can be carried out in this direction and it is hoped that this empirical 
analysis can provide some meaningful insight or a basis for additional research into the field of 
development control in Hong Kong. 
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5.2 Epilogue 
 
 
 This dissertation attempts to identify the decision criteria for the Town Planning Board to 
approve a section 16 planning application for residential development in a site with overlapping 
land uses (termed Special Site). Four refutable hypotheses have been established in order to 
investigate the factors which influence the probability of obtaining a planning approval. In the 
study, a total of 619 planning applications were collected from “Residential/Government, 
Institution or Community”, “Government, Institution or Community”, “Residential/Green Belt” 
and “Green Belt” zones from the Planning Department. The collected data is spread over a 
period of 17 years from 1990 to 2007, and are new section 16 applications to the Town Planning 
Board, that is, excluding review and appeal decisions. The potential criteria that influence 
planning decisions which we have examined closely are the existence of residential portions on 
the site, level of composition of residential use and development scale (GFA). The method 
employed in this dissertation to test these factors is firstly through traditional aggregate analysis, 
which provided a general understanding of the situation. A form of disaggregate analysis known 
as the Probit Model was utilized after the aggregate analysis to test for statistical probability. The 
aggregate approach only identified the percentage of planning applications with specific factors 
that had obtained planning approval (denoted as success rate), but the Probit analysis allowed us 
to further investigate their relationship with planning decisions and study their significance. 
 
 The results of the anlaysis show that when a site is governed by multiple land uses 
(Special Sites), if one of the two overlapping land uses is residential then the probability of 
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obtaining planning approval for residential development varies. In the Special Sites that contain a 
G/IC use, the chance of approval is indeed higher than normal G/IC zone. This finding is 
significant to the 1% level. For Special Sites that contain GB use, although there is a positive 
relationship with planning approvals, the result is insignificant and so residential portions do not 
affect them. The tendency for any sites that comprise of GB zone to be rejected is based on the 
planning intention which is to restrict development. Therefore, the actual effect of the residential 
zone in Special Sites is situational, depending on the secondary use. 
 
 Another decisive factor for planning approval that was tested is the level of composition 
of residential zone in Special Sites. Cases with more than 50% of the zoned land use listed as 
residential have been observed to possess a greater chance of obtaining planning approvals for 
residential development. This result is significant to the 5% level and thus implies that the 
concept of dominant planning intention of a Special Site is not refuted, and that the TPB may 
place weight on the dominant land use when making decisions. 
 
 The last factor that was examined is the development scale of the application, as 
represented by proposed GFA. The probability of obtaining a planning approval is higher when 
the development scale increases, as shown by a positive coefficient result. This observation is 
significant to the 1% level and hence did not occur by chance. Also represented in the aggregate 
analysis, extremely large sites of over 100,000 m2 enjoyed over 70% success rate. The 
implication of this finding is that there is no prima facie evidence that rent seeking is absent. 
However, one must not ignore other factors such as planning application quality and insufficient 
sample size which can also explain this outcome. 
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 The results of this dissertation are not final and conclusive. Limitations and areas for 
further study have been identified in the previous section which can help improve the study in a 
few aspects. I hope that this dissertation has provided useful information and factual evidence for 
any further investigation conducted in the area of development control. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
LIST OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN 
R_G/IC, R_GB, G/IC AND GB ZONES - BY CASE NO. 
 
Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
1 A/H1/30  23/6/1995 0 1 0 0 0 3,847 1 
2  A/H1/45 19/9/1997 1 1 0 0 0 4,114 1 
3  A/H1/60 30/3/2001 1 1 0 0 0 3,547 1 
4  A/H1/68 26/2/2002 1 1 0 0 0 3,577 1 
5 A/H1/71 30/8/2002 1 1 0 0 0 3,693 1 
6  A/H3/162 4/1/1991 1 1 0 0 0 14,898 1 
7  A/H3/163 1/3/1991 0 1 0 0 0 4,287 1 
8  A/H3/165 24/5/1991 1 1 0 0 0 12,231 1 
9  A/H3/166 24/5/1991 1 1 0 0 0 10,891 1 
10  A/H3/171 28/6/1991 1 1 0 0 0 3,855 1 
11  A/H3/178 6/3/1992 1 1 0 0 0 14,104 1 
12  A/H3/182 22/5/1992 1 1 0 0 0 10,138 0 
13  A/H3/206 4/2/1994 1 1 0 0 0 11,972 1 
14  A/H3/258 18/10/1996 1 1 0 0 0 3,829 1 
15  A/H5/200 19/6/1992 0 1 1 0 0 39,924 1 
16  A/H5/203 4/12/1992 0 1 0 0 0 40,090 1 
17  A/H5/209 21/5/1993 0 1 0 0 0 31,032 1 
18  A/H5/229 19/8/1994 1 1 0 0 0 31,032 1 
19  A/H8/223 1/9/1995 0 1 0 0 0 36,295 1 
20  A/H8/242 22/3/1996 1 1 0 0 0 36,295 1 
21  A/H8/274 6/12/1996 1 1 0 0 0 36,295 1 
22  A/H8/282 14/3/1997 1 1 0 0 0 37,530 1 
23  A/H8/316 5/12/1997 1 1 0 0 0 37,530 1 
24  A/H11/26 6/9/1991 0 1 0 0 0 86,850 0 
25  A/H11/30 6/12/1991 1 1 0 0 0 84,325 0 
26  A/H11/40 23/7/1993 1 1 0 0 0 84,193 0 
27  A/H21/60 21/2/1992 0 1 0 0 0 43,100 0 
28  A/H21/62 14/8/1992 0 1 0 0 0 43,020 0 
29  A/H21/64 4/12/1992 1 1 0 0 0 38,942 0 
30  A/H21/100 22/9/2000 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
31  A/H21/104 20/4/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
32  A/H21/105 28/9/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
33  A/H21/107 21/12/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,221 0 
34  A/H21/110 22/2/2002 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
35 A/H21/119 12/6/2003 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
36  A/K14/304 20/2/1998 1 0 1 0 0 429,638 1 
37  A/DPA/YL-TYST/25 7/1/1994 0 1 0 0 0 83,125 0 
38  A/DPA/YL-TYST/70 19/5/1995 0 1 0 0 0 50,290 0 
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Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
39  A/H1/29 11/4/1995 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
40  A/H1/43 14/3/1997 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
41  A/H1/46 5/12/1997 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
42  A/H1/49 16/1/1998 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
43  A/H5/228 5/8/1994 1 1 0 0 0 2,510 0 
44  A/H6/32 1/7/1994 0 0 1 0 0 8,846 1 
45  A/H6/36 21/7/1995 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
46  A/H6/44 19/12/1997 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
47  A/H6/45 31/7/1998 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
48  A/H6/47 8/1/1999 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
49  A/H6/50 10/9/1999 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
50  A/H6/56 17/10/2000 1 0 1 0 0 6,526 1 
51  A/H7/126 14/7/2000 1 0 1 0 0 83,445 1 
52  A/H7/127 18/9/2000 1 0 1 0 0 83,445 1 
53 A/H14/45 28/5/2004 0 0 1 0 0 3,946 1 
54  A/H21/57 24/5/1991 0 0 1 0 0 23,842 1 
55  A/H21/58 18/10/1991 0 0 1 0 0 22,030 1 
56  A/H21/60 21/2/1992 0 1 0 0 0 43,100 0 
57  A/H21/62 14/8/1992 0 1 0 0 0 43,020 0 
58  A/H21/63 14/8/1992 1 0 1 0 0 21,662 1 
59  A/H21/64 4/12/1992 1 1 0 0 0 38,942 0 
60  A/H21/69 13/8/1993 1 0 1 0 0 21,663 1 
61  A/H21/74 6/5/1994 1 0 1 0 0 21,000 1 
62  A/H21/79 4/11/1994 1 0 1 0 0 21,665 1 
63  A/H21/100 22/9/2000 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
64  A/H21/104 20/4/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
65  A/H21/105 28/9/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
66  A/H21/107 21/12/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,221 0 
67  A/H21/110 22/2/2002 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
68 A/H21/119 12/6/2003 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
69  A/ST/447 19/12/1997 1 1 0 0 0 1,632 1 
70 A/ST/657 16/11/2007 0 0 1 0 0 7,982 1 
71  A/TKO/1 21/1/1994 0 1 0 0 0 136,294 1 
72  A/TKO/6 11/5/1995 1 1 0 0 0 136,293 1 
73  A/TKO/11 14/2/1997 1 1 0 0 0 137,594 1 
74  A/TKO/14 20/2/1998 1 1 0 0 0 134,861 1 
75  A/TM/194 13/1/1995 0 1 0 0 0 63,600 0 
76  A/TM/206 26/7/1996 1 1 0 0 0 45,095 0 
77  A/TM/254 18/2/2000 0 0 1 0 0 9,400 0 
78 A/TP/357 23/12/2005 0 0 1 0 0 10,636 1 
79  A/YL-TYST/16 19/9/1997 0 0 1 0 0 2,152 1 
80 A/YL-TYST/299 3/3/2006 0 0 1 0 0 49,875 0 
81 A/YL-TYST/310 7/4/2006 1 1 1 0 0 24,410 1 
82 A/YL-TYST/342 13/4/2007 0 0 1 0 0 9,384 0 
83 A/YL-TYST/366 1/2/2008 1 1 1 0 0 24,410 1 
84  A/DPA/SK-HC/30 9/10/1992 0 1 0 0 0 21,993 1 
85  A/DPA/SK-SKM/1 4/10/1991 0 0 1 0 0 1,110 1 
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Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
86  A/DPA/SK-TLS/14 9/10/1992 0 0 1 0 0 1,770 1 
87  A/DPA/SK-TLS/15 4/12/1992 1 0 1 0 0 1,475 1 
88  A/DPA/SK-TLS/18 13/8/1993 1 0 1 0 0 618 1 
89  A/H7/103 1/11/1996 0 0 1 0 0 3,264 1 
90  A/H7/109 18/4/1997 0 0 1 0 0 2,731 1 
91 A/H12/16 11/10/2002 0 0 1 0 0   0 
92  A/H14/17 19/7/1991 0 0 1 0 0 5,233 1 
93  A/H14/22 28/2/1997 0 0 1 0 0 10,704 1 
94  A/H14/34 21/9/2001 1 0 1 0 0 6,294 1 
95  A/H14/36 11/1/2002 1 0 1 0 0 6,253 1 
96 A/H14/42 9/12/2002 1 0 1 0 0 6,253 1 
97 A/H14/44 13/2/2004 1 0 1 0 0 801 1 
98  A/H19/23 18/4/1997 0 0 1 0 0 1,686 1 
99 A/NE-KTS/216  23/12/2005 1 1 0 0 0 21,120 1 
100 A/NE-KTS/217  23/12/2005 1 0 1 0 0 41,348 1 
101 A/NE-KTS/228 7/7/2006 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
102  A/NE-KTS/228-1 23/3/2007 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
103  A/NE-KTS/228-2 27/7/2007 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
104  A/NE-KTS/228-3 24/8/2007 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
105  A/NE-KTS/228-4 30/11/2007 1 1 1 0 0 63,480 1 
106 A/SK-TMT/8 23/3/2007 0 0 1 0 0 405 1 
107  A/TM-SKW/2 1/11/1996 0 0 1 0 0 1,770 1 
108  A/TM-SKW/5 25/7/1997 1 0 1 0 0 1,770 1 
109  A/TP/58 22/6/1990 1 0 1 0 0 60,000 1 
110  A/TP/63 14/12/1990 0 0 1 0 0 15,970 1 
111  A/TP/115 3/6/1994 1 0 1 0 0 60,000 1 
112  A/TP/125 4/11/1994 1 0 1 0 0 60,000 1 
113  A/TP/197 5/12/1997 0 0 1 0 0 17,730 1 
114  A/TP/206 20/3/1998 0 0 1 0 0 1,995 0 
115  A/TP/216 25/9/1998 0 0 1 0 0 1,394 0 
116  A/TP/248 17/12/1999 1 0 1 0 0 1,394 0 
117  A/TP/271 7/7/2001 1 0 1 0 0 1,333 0 
118 A/TP/332 10/9/2004 1 0 1 0 0 2,442 1 
119 A/TWW/67 9/1/2004 1 0 1 0 0 7,268 1 
120 A/TWW/72 26/3/2004 1 0 1 0 0 7,268 1 
121 A/TWW/85 29/9/2006 1 0 1 0 0 7,268 1 
122  A/SK-PK/61 19/12/1997 0 0 1 0 0 2,456 0 
123 A/DPA/SK-CWBS/4 17/12/2004 0 0 0 0 1 1,705 0 
124  A/DPA/SK-HC/4 4/10/1991 0 0 0 0 1 510 0 
125  A/DPA/SK-HC/30 9/10/1992 0 0 1 0 0 21,993 1 
126  A/DPA/SK-HC/33 6/11/1992 0 0 0 0 1 342 0 
127  A/DPA/SK-HH/4 10/4/1992 0 0 0 0 1 52,950 0 
128  A/DPA/SK-HH/17 23/7/1993 0 0 0 0 1 27,676 0 
129  A/DPA/SK-PK/29 1/7/1994 0 0 0 0 1 579 0 
130  A/DPA/SK-SKM/1 4/10/1991 0 0 1 0 0 1,110 1 
131  A/DPA/SK-SKM/3 1/11/1991 0 0 0 0 1 6,169 0 
132  A/DPA/SK-SKM/20 1/7/1994 0 0 0 0 1 2,100 0 
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Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
133  A/DPA/SK-TLS/14 9/10/1992 0 0 1 0 0 1,770 1 
134  A/DPA/SK-TLS/15 4/12/1992 1 0 1 0 0 1,475 1 
135  A/DPA/SK-TLS/18 13/8/1993 1 0 1 0 0 618 1 
136  A/DPA/TM-SKW/24 10/5/1996 1 0 0 0 1 93,084 0 
137  A/DPA/YL-PS/58 22/3/1996 0 0 0 0 1 2,601 0 
138  A/FSS/8R 23/2/1990 0 0 0 0 1   0 
139  A/FSS/12 12/1/1990 0 0 0 0 1 20,067 0 
140  A/FSS/19 21/9/1990 0 0 0 0 1 20,067 0 
141  A/FSS/21 1/3/1991 1 0 0 0 1 1,578 0 
142  A/FSS/25 23/8/1991 0 0 0 0 1  13380 0 
143  A/FSS/31 22/5/1992 1 0 0 0 1 13,180 0 
144  A/FSS/34 4/12/1992 1 0 0 0 1 1,578 0 
145  A/FSS/52 20/5/1994 1 0 0 0 1 13,179 0 
146  A/FSS/67 17/3/1995 1 0 0 0 1 1,578 0 
147  A/FSS/91 19/9/1997 1 0 0 0 1 1,578 0 
148  A/FSS/108 11/9/1998 1 0 0 0 1 1,578 0 
149  A/H1/29 11/4/1995 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
150  A/H1/43 14/3/1997 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
151  A/H1/46 5/12/1997 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
152  A/H1/49 16/1/1998 1 0 1 0 0 248,923 1 
153  A/H5/200 19/6/1992 0 1 1 0 0 39,924 1 
154  A/H6/31 19/11/1993 0 0 0 1 1 27,200 0 
155  A/H6/32 1/7/1994 0 0 1 0 0 8,846 1 
156  A/H6/34 16/12/1994 0 0 0 0 1 6,498 0 
157  A/H6/36 21/7/1995 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
158  A/H6/44 19/12/1997 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
159  A/H6/45 31/7/1998 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
160  A/H6/47 8/1/1999 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
161  A/H6/50 10/9/1999 1 0 1 0 0 6,498 1 
162  A/H6/56 17/10/2000 1 0 1 0 0 6,526 1 
163  A/H7/103 1/11/1996 0 0 1 0 0 3,264 1 
164  A/H7/109 18/4/1997 0 0 1 0 0 2,731 1 
165  A/H7/126 14/7/2000 1 0 1 0 0 83,445 1 
166  A/H7/127 18/9/2000 1 0 1 0 0 83,445 1 
167 A/H12/16 11/10/2002 0 0 1 0 0   0 
168  A/H13/14 1/7/1994 0 0 0 0 1 11,269 0 
169  A/H14/17 19/7/1991 0 0 1 0 0 5,233 1 
170  A/H14/22 28/2/1997 0 0 1 0 0 10,704 1 
171  A/H14/34 21/9/2001 1 0 1 0 0 6,294 1 
172  A/H14/36 11/1/2002 1 0 1 0 0 6,253 1 
173 A/H14/42 9/12/2002 1 0 1 0 0 5,450 1 
174 A/H14/44 13/2/2004 1 0 1 0 0 801 1 
175 A/H14/45 28/5/2004 0 0 1 0 0 3,946 1 
176 A/H18/53 4/1/2008 0 0 0 0 1 775 0 
177  A/H19/23 18/4/1997 0 0 1 0 0 1,686 1 
178  A/H21/57 24/5/1991 0 0 1 0 0 23,842 1 
179  A/H21/58 18/10/1991 0 0 1 0 0 22,030 1 
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Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
180  A/H21/63 14/8/1992 1 0 1 0 0 21,662 1 
181  A/H21/69 13/8/1993 1 0 1 0 0  21663 1 
182  A/H21/74 6/5/1994 1 0 1 0 0 21,000 1 
183  A/H21/79 4/11/1994 1 0 1 0 0 21,665 1 
184  A/I-MWF/2 16/1/1998 0 0 0 0 1 2,007 0 
185  A/K5/430 27/11/1998 0 0 0 0 1 5,797 0 
186  A/K5/490 12/1/2001 1 0 0 0 1 6,717 0 
187 A/K5/515 20/11/2002 1 0 0 0 1 6,717 0 
188 A/K5/592 24/6/2005 0 0 0 0 1 6,717 0 
189  A/K12/14 18/11/1994 1 0 0 1 1 65,400 0 
190  A/K12/15 18/11/1994 1 0 0 1 1 56,500 0 
191  A/K14/304 20/2/1998 1 0 1 0 0 429,638 1 
192  A/MOS/20 15/12/1995 0 0 0 0 1 11,722 0 
193  A/MOS/21 6/9/1996 0 0 0 0 1 37,375 0 
194  A/MOS/28 6/3/1998 1 0 0 0 1 37,675 0 
195  A/MOS/34 26/3/1999 1 0 0 0 1 37,675 0 
196 A/MOS/63 13/8/2004 0 0 0 0 1 35,575 0 
197 A/MOS/65  9/12/2005 1 0 0 0 1 35,575 0 
198  A/NE-KLH/32 9/6/1995 0 0 0 0 1 743 0 
199  A/NE-KLH/76 22/3/1996 0 0 0 0 1 395 0 
200 A/NE-KTS/198 14/1/2005 0 0 0 0 1 630 0 
201 A/NE-KTS/201 4/3/2005 0 0 0 0 1 481 0 
202 A/NE-KTS/217 23/12/2005 1 0 1 0 0 41,348 1 
203 A/NE-KTS/218 15/7/2005 0 0 0 0 1 295 0 
204 A/NE-KTS/228  7/7/2006 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
205  A/NE-KTS/228-1 23/3/2007 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
206  A/NE-KTS/228-2 27/7/2007 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
207  A/NE-KTS/228-3 24/8/2007 1 1 1 0 0 63,616 1 
208  A/NE-KTS/228-4 30/11/2007 1 1 1 0 0 63,480 1 
209  A/NE-LYT/69 15/12/1995 0 0 0 0 1 100 0 
210 A/NE-SSH/26 24/10/2003 1 0 0 1 1 549,617 0 
211  A/NE-SSH/26-1 10/8/2007 1 0 0 1 1 448,576 0 
212  A/NE-SSH/26-2 12/10/2007 0 0 0 1 1 538,840 0 
213  A/NE-SSH/26-3 12/10/2007 1 0 0 1 1 448,576 0 
214 A/NE-SSH/28 13/6/2003 1 0 0 1 1 367,327 0 
215  A/NE-SSH/28-1 7/6/2007 1 0 0 1 1 377,957 0 
216  A/NE-TK/70 22/8/1997 0 0 0 0 1 484 0 
217  A/NE-TK/71 3/10/1997 0 0 0 0 1 484 0 
218 A/NE-TK/193  16/6/2006 1 0 0 0 1 351 0 
219  A/SK-HC/30 26/1/1996 0 0 0 0 1 4,410 0 
220  A/SK-HC/41 11/7/1997 0 0 0 0 1 751 0 
221  A/SK-HC/73 27/8/1999 0 0 0 0 1 3,000 0 
222  A/SK-HC/83 16/6/2000 0 0 0 0 1 266 0 
223  A/SK-HC/96 26/4/2002 0 0 0 0 1 4,286 0 
224 A/SK-HC/114  13/1/2006 0 0 0 0 1 4,286 0 
225 A/SK-HC/120 15/7/2005 0 0 0 0 1 5,715 0 
226 A/SK-HC/139 2/2/2007 0 0 0 0 1 3,693 0 
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Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
227  A/SK-HH/14 11/12/1998 0 0 0 0 1 1,400 0 
228  A/SK-HH/14-1 24/3/2006 1 0 0 0 1 1,400 0 
229  A/SK-PK/9 17/3/1995 0 0 0 0 1 12,906 0 
230  A/SK-PK/61 19/12/1997 0 0 1 0 0 2,456 0 
231  A/SK-PK/107 3/8/2001 0 0 0 0 1 243 0 
232 A/SK-PK/128 19/12/2003 0 0 0 0 1 400 0 
233 A/SK-PK/131 30/4/2004 0 0 0 0 1 210 0 
234 A/SK-TMT/8 23/3/2007 0 0 1 0 0 405 1 
235  A/SLC/58 18/2/2000 0 0 0 0 1 611 0 
236  A/SLT/35 5/2/1993 0 0 0 0 1 3,800 0 
237  A/SLT/50 24/10/1997 0 0 0 0 1 178 0 
238  A/SLT/51 24/10/1997 1 0 0 0 1 117 0 
239  A/SLT/51-1 13/10/2005 1 0 0 0 1 117 0 
240  A/ST/156 12/1/1990 0 0 0 0 1 33,470 0 
241  A/ST/162 11/5/1990 0 0 0 0 1 18,668 0 
242  A/ST/250 8/1/1993 1 0 0 0 1 47 0 
243  A/ST/264 16/4/1993 0 0 0 0 1 6,164 0 
244  A/ST/335 19/8/1994 0 0 0 1 1 14,657 0 
245  A/ST/365 17/3/1995 0 0 0 0 1 6,384 0 
246  A/ST/455 8/5/1998 0 0 0 0 1 13,400 0 
247  A/ST/492 11/6/1999 1 0 0 0 1 618 0 
248  A/ST/514 14/4/2000 1 0 0 0 1 735 0 
249 A/ST/579 16/5/2003 0 0 0 0 1 23,735 0 
250 A/ST/631  17/2/2006 0 0 0 0 1 6,164 0 
251 A/ST/639  5/1/2007 1 0 0 0 1 674 0 
252 A/ST/657 16/11/2007 0 0 1 0 0 7,982 1 
253  A/TM/98 5/10/1990 0 0 0 0 1 6,473 0 
254  A/TM/125 28/6/1991 0 0 0 0 1 5,591 0 
255  A/TM/144 22/5/1992 0 0 0 0 1 7,833 0 
256  A/TM/147 19/6/1992 1 0 0 0 1 645 0 
257  A/TM/181 6/5/1994 0 0 0 0 1 736 0 
258  A/TM/232 3/4/1998 0 0 0 1 1 144,150 0 
259  A/TM/254 18/2/2000 0 0 1 0 0 9,400 0 
260  A/TM/263 16/6/2000 1 0 0 0 1 2,663 0 
261  A/TM/263-1 15/6/2007 1 0 0 0 1 2,663 0 
262  A/TM-LTYY/1 20/9/1996 0 0 0 0 1 7,664 0 
263  A/TM-LTYY/158 14/9/2007 1 0 0 0 1 8,181 0 
264  A/TM-SKW/2 1/11/1996 0 0 1 0 0 1,770 1 
265  A/TM-SKW/3 20/12/1996 1 0 0 0 1 105,990 0 
266  A/TM-SKW/5 25/7/1997 1 0 1 0 0 1,770 1 
267  A/TM-SKW/6 16/1/1998 0 0 0 0 1 105,990 0 
268  A/TM-SKW/22 18/2/2000 0 0 0 0 1 390 0 
269  A/TM-SKW/26 22/12/2000 1 0 0 1 1 105,973 0 
270  A/TM-SKW/32 1/3/2002 1 0 0 1 1 105,973 0 
271  A/TP/52 12/1/1990 0 0 0 0 1 4,262 0 
272  A/TP/53 12/1/1990 0 0 0 0 1 3,885 0 
273  A/TP/58 22/6/1990 1 0 1 0 0 60,000 0 
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Item Case No Date Decision R/GIC R/GB GIC GB GFA (sq m) 
Composition 
>50% 
274  A/TP/60 17/8/1990 0 0 0 0 1 26,860 0 
275  A/TP/62 23/11/1990 1 0 0 0 1 46,978 0 
276  A/TP/63 14/12/1990 0 0 1 0 0 15,970 1 
277  A/TP/65 18/1/1991 0 0 0 0 1 2,131 0 
278  A/TP/69 24/5/1991 0 0 0 0 1 1,420 0 
279  A/TP/76 6/12/1991 0 0 0 0 1 3,122 0 
280  A/TP/79 24/1/1992 0 0 0 0 1 10,915 0 
281  A/TP/80 20/3/1992 0 0 0 0 1 842 0 
282  A/TP/90 4/9/1992 0 0 0 0 1 27,580 0 
283  A/TP/115 3/6/1994 1 0 1 0 0 60,000 1 
284  A/TP/125 4/11/1994 1 0 1 0 0 60,000 1 
285  A/TP/127 18/11/1994 0 0 0 0 1 4,041 0 
286  A/TP/147 4/8/1995 0 0 0 0 1 3,200 0 
287  A/TP/148 18/8/1995 0 0 0 0 1 3,514 0 
288  A/TP/149 9/2/1996 0 0 0 0 1 1,213 0 
289  A/TP/152 22/3/1996 0 0 0 0 1 2,535 0 
290  A/TP/171 1/11/1996 0 0 0 0 1 808 0 
291  A/TP/174 20/6/1997 0 0 0 0 1 2,214 0 
292  A/TP/181 20/6/1997 0 0 0 0 1 674 0 
293  A/TP/190 7/11/1997 1 0 0 0 1 47,597 0 
294  A/TP/197 5/12/1997 0 0 1 0 0 17,730 1 
295  A/TP/200 6/3/1998 0 0 0 0 1 2,087 0 
296  A/TP/206 20/3/1998 0 0 1 0 0 1,995 0 
297  A/TP/216 25/9/1998 0 0 1 0 0 1,394 0 
298  A/TP/218 11/12/1998 0 0 0 0 1 400 0 
299  A/TP/247 17/12/1999 1 0 0 0 1 400 0 
300  A/TP/248 17/12/1999 1 0 1 0 0 1,394 0 
301  A/TP/254 17/3/2000 0 0 0 0 1 51,806 0 
302  A/TP/271 7/7/2001 1 0 1 0 0 1,333 0 
303 A/TP/273 24/10/2003 0 0 0 0 1 1,314 0 
304  A/TP/276 17/8/2001 0 0 0 0 1 1,490 0 
305 A/TP/299 26/8/2002 1 0 0 0 1 44,326 0 
306 A/TP/306 22/11/2002 0 0 0 0 1 1,500 0 
307 A/TP/332 10/9/2004 1 0 1 0 0 2,442 1 
308 A/TP/357 23/12/2005 0 0 1 0 0 10,636 1 
309  A/TP/368 28/4/2006 1 0 0 0 1 400 0 
310 A/TP/376 18/8/2006 1 0 0 0 1 372 0 
311 A/TP/389 9/3/2007 1 0 0 0 1 195 0 
312  A/TW/232 3/11/1995 0 0 0 0 1 2,119 0 
313  A/TW/263 30/10/1998 0 0 0 0 1 16,004 0 
314  A/TWW/25 19/11/1993 0 0 0 0 1 15,695 0 
315  A/TWW/44 14/2/1997 0 0 0 0 1 7,792 0 
316 A/TWW/67 9/1/2004 1 0 1 0 0 7,268 1 
317 A/TWW/72 26/3/2004 1 0 1 0 0 7,268 1 
318 A/TWW/85 29/9/2006 1 0 1 0 0 7,268 1 
319  A/YL-LFS/4 17/3/1995 0 0 0 0 1 24,252 0 
320  A/YL-LFS/4-1 10/8/2005 1 0 0 0 1 24,252 0 
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Composition 
>50% 
321  A/YL-LFS/80 26/4/2002 1 0 0 0 1 25,074 0 
322  A/YL-LFS/80-1 26/1/2006 1 0 0 0 1 25,074 0 
323 A/YL-LFS/131  13/1/2006 0 0 0 0 1 26,309 0 
324  A/YL-NTM/6 26/4/1996 1 0 0 0 1 42,828 0 
325  A/YL-NTM/19 6/6/1997 1 0 0 0 1 43,860 0 
326  A/YL-NTM/52 22/1/1999 1 0 0 0 1 42,160 0 
327  A/YL-NTM/61 31/3/2000 1 0 0 0 1 48,509 0 
328  A/YL-TYST/16 19/9/1997 0 0 1 0 0 2,152 1 
329  A/YL-TYST/79 10/9/1999 1 0 0 0 1 4,500 0 
330 A/YL-TYST/299 3/3/2006 0 0 1 0 0 49,875 0 
331 A/YL-TYST/310 7/4/2006 1 1 1 0 0 24,410 1 
332 A/YL-TYST/322 1/9/2006 1 0 1 0 0 49,875 0 
333 A/YL-TYST/342 13/4/2007 0 0 1 0 0 9,384 0 
334 A/YL-TYST/366 1/2/2008 1 1 1 0 0 24,410 1 
335  A/DPA/YL-TYST/25 7/1/1994 0 1 0 0 0 83,125 0 
336  A/DPA/YL-TYST/70 19/5/1995 0 1 0 0 0 50,290 0 
337  A/FSS/61 17/3/1995 1 0 0 1 0 28,864 0 
338  A/FSS/70 21/7/1995 1 0 0 1 0 162,400 0 
339  A/FSS/82 20/12/1996 1 0 0 1 0 32,779 0 
340  A/FSS/92 3/10/1997 1 0 0 1 0 32,779 0 
341  A/FSS/97 8/5/1998 1 0 0 1 0 113,400 0 
342  A/FSS/122 28/1/2000 1 0 0 1 0 84,140 0 
343  A/FSS/124 2/6/2000 1 0 0 1 0 29,779 0 
344  A/FSS/125 28/7/2000 1 0 0 1 0 84,140 0 
345  A/FSS/136 24/5/2001 1 0 0 1 0 162,400 0 
346  A/H1/25 15/7/1994 0 0 0 1 0 3,026 0 
347  A/H1/30 23/6/1995 0 1 0 0 0 3,847 1 
348  A/H1/45 19/9/1997 1 1 0 0 0 4,114 1 
349  A/H1/60 30/3/2001 1 1 0 0 0 3,547 1 
350  A/H1/68 26/2/2002 1 1 0 0 0 3,577 1 
351 A/H1/71 30/8/2002 1 1 0 0 0 3,693 1 
352  A/H3/158 20/7/1990 0 0 0 1 0 5,870 0 
353  A/H3/160 19/10/1990 1 0 0 1 0 5,439 0 
354  A/H3/162 4/1/1991 1 1 0 0 0 14,898 1 
355  A/H3/163 1/3/1991 0 1 0 0 0 4,287 1 
356  A/H3/165 24/5/1991 1 1 0 0 0 12,231 1 
357  A/H3/166 24/5/1991 1 1 0 0 0 10,891 1 
358  A/H3/168 7/6/1991 1 0 0 1 0 5,845 0 
359  A/H3/171 28/6/1991 1 1 0 0 0 3,855 1 
360  A/H3/172 23/8/1991 0 0 0 1 0 39,700 0 
361  A/H3/176 21/2/1992 0 0 0 1 0 12,504 0 
362  A/H3/178 6/3/1992 1 1 0 0 0 14,104 1 
363  A/H3/180 22/5/1992 1 0 0 1 0 11,900 0 
364  A/H3/182 22/5/1992 1 1 0 0 0 10,138 1 
365  A/H3/183 3/7/1992 0 0 0 1 0 2,823 0 
366  A/H3/189 6/11/1992 1 0 0 1 0 42,146 0 
367  A/H3/193 5/2/1993 1 0 0 1 0 13,507 0 
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368  A/H3/195 19/3/1993 0 0 0 1 0 14,472 0 
369  A/H3/196 7/5/1993 0 0 0 1 0 2,931 0 
370  A/H3/197 4/6/1993 1 0 0 1 0 42,609 0 
371  A/H3/198 18/6/1993 0 0 0 1 0 15,011 0 
372  A/H3/203 19/11/1993 0 0 0 1 0 14,811 0 
373  A/H3/206 4/2/1994 1 1 0 0 0 11,972 1 
374  A/H3/210 4/11/1994 1 0 0 1 0 3,081 0 
375  A/H3/212 16/12/1994 0 0 0 1 0 5,493 0 
376  A/H3/215 11/4/1995 1 0 0 1 0 5,845 0 
377  A/H3/225 3/11/1995 0 0 0 1 0 1,672 0 
378  A/H3/230 0/1/1900 1 0 0 1 0 3,481 0 
379  A/H3/238 12/1/1996 1 0 0 1 0 1,816 0 
380  A/H3/248 6/9/1996 1 0 0 1 0 41,384 0 
381  A/H3/250 6/9/1996 0 1 0 0 0 3,460 1 
382  A/H3/258 18/10/1996 1 1 0 0 0 3,829 1 
383  A/H3/262 2/5/1997 1 0 0 1 0 5,950 0 
384  A/H3/279 26/2/1999 1 0 0 1 0 3,477 0 
385  A/H3/283 26/3/1999 1 1 0 0 0 4,763 1 
386  A/H3/294 22/10/1999 1 1 0 0 0 4,763 1 
387  A/H3/296 8/12/1999 1 0 0 1 0 41,567 0 
388  A/H3/313 2/3/2001 1 1 0 0 0 3,460 1 
389 A/H3/334 29/11/2002 1 1 0 0 0 3,432 1 
390 A/H3/345 10/11/2003 1 1 0 0 0 3,432 1 
391 A/H3/350 14/5/2004 1 1 0 0 0 3,345 1 
392 A/H3/353 20/7/2004 1 1 0 0 0 3,345 1 
393  A/H4/39 14/6/1996 0 0 0 1 0 14,430 0 
394  A/H5/166 12/1/1990 0 0 0 1 0 9,837 0 
395  A/H5/172 9/4/1990 1 0 0 1 0 8,472 0 
396  A/H5/198 8/4/1992 1 0 0 1 0 8,415 0 
397  A/H5/200 19/6/1992 0 1 1 0 0 39,924 1 
398  A/H5/203 4/12/1992 0 1 0 0 0 40,090 1 
399  A/H5/209 21/5/1993 0 1 0 0 0 31,032 1 
400  A/H5/228 5/8/1994 1 1 0 0 0 2,510 0 
401  A/H5/229 19/8/1994 1 1 0 0 0 31,032 1 
402  A/H5/254 18/10/1996 1 0 0 1 0 10,246 0 
403  A/H5/264 20/2/1998 1 0 0 1 0 10,499 0 
404  A/H5/291 6/7/1999 1 0 0 1 0 10,777 0 
405  A/H6/29 20/11/1992 0 0 0 1 0 60,496 0 
406  A/H6/31 19/11/1993 0 0 0 1 0 27,200 0 
407  A/H7/77 4/10/1991 1 0 0 1 0 4,970 0 
408  A/H7/86 18/9/1992 1 0 0 1 0 4,926 0 
409  A/H7/107 24/1/1997 1 0 0 1 0 10,000 0 
410  A/H8/159 11/5/1990 1 0 0 1 0 3,360 0 
411  A/H8/174 19/7/1991 1 0 0 1 0 3,360 0 
412  A/H8/184 4/9/1992 1 0 0 1 0 4,872 0 
413  A/H8/185 18/9/1992 0 0 0 1 0 92,500 0 
414  A/H8/223 1/9/1995 0 1 0 0 0 36,295 1 
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415  A/H8/242 22/3/1996 1 1 0 0 0 36,295 1 
416  A/H8/274 6/12/1996 1 1 0 0 0 36,295 1 
417  A/H8/282 14/3/1997 1 1 0 0 0 37,530 1 
418  A/H8/316 5/12/1997 1 1 0 0 0 37,530 1 
419  A/H9/31 20/7/1990 1 0 0 1 0 6,786 0 
420  A/H9/32 15/3/1991 1 0 0 1 0 6,871 0 
421  A/H9/33 10/5/1991 0 0 0 1 0 259 0 
422  A/H9/36 4/2/1994 1 0 0 1 0 5,838 0 
423  A/H10/20 14/6/1996 1 0 0 1 0 17,060 0 
424  A/H10/33 2/6/2000 0 0 0 1 0 25,315 0 
425 A/H10/63 27/6/2003 1 0 0 1 0   0 
426 A/H10/66 14/5/2004 1 0 0 1 0 26,333 0 
427 A/H10/77 15/9/2006 1 0 0 1 0 17,060 0 
428  A/H11/26 6/9/1991 0 1 0 0 0 86,850 0 
429  A/H11/27 20/9/1991 0 0 0 1 0 4,761 0 
430  A/H11/28 4/10/1991 0 0 0 1 0 33,448 0 
431  A/H11/30 6/12/1991 1 1 0 0 0 84,325 0 
432  A/H11/40 23/7/1993 1 1 0 0 0 84,193 0 
433  A/H11/41 4/11/1994 0 0 0 1 0 29,884 0 
434  A/H11/45 17/2/1995 0 0 0 1 0 30,084 0 
435  A/H11/46 24/5/1996 1 0 0 1 0 14,460 0 
436  A/H11/47 1/9/1995 1 0 0 1 0 11,270 0 
437  A/H11/49 24/5/1996 0 0 0 1 0 11,482 0 
438  A/H11/53 6/6/1997 1 0 0 1 0 7,782 0 
439  A/H11/53-1 6/6/2007 1 0 0 1 0 7,782 0 
440  A/H11/64 24/8/2000 1 0 0 1 0 28,284 0 
441  A/H11/66 11/1/2001 1 0 0 1 0 28,284 0 
442  A/H11/68 7/3/2001 1 0 0 1 0 28,284 0 
443 A/H11/77 12/11/2002 1 0 0 1 0 30,712 0 
444 A/H11/80 11/7/2003 1 0 0 1 0   0 
445  A/H13/15 15/7/1994 0 0 0 1 0 16,327 0 
446  A/H14/20 11/4/1995 1 0 0 1 0 3,571 0 
447  A/H14/32 14/4/2000 0 0 0 1 0 11,760 0 
448  A/H15/106 6/9/1991 1 0 0 1 0 3,300 0 
449  A/H15/146 17/3/1995 1 0 0 1 0 278 0 
450  A/H15/171 7/11/1997 0 0 0 1 0 23,384 0 
451  A/H17/59 24/1/1997 0 0 0 1 0 292 0 
452  A/H17/76 24/11/2000 1 0 0 1 0 23,374 0 
453 A/H18/47 30/7/2004 1 0 0 1 0 380 0 
454  A/H18/52 11/5/2007 1 0 0 1 0 380 0 
455  A/H20/59 7/1/1994 0 0 0 1 0 21,425 0 
456  A/H20/62 22/4/1994 1 0 0 1 0 20,975 0 
457 A/H20/131 28/5/2004 1 0 0 1 0   0 
458  A/H21/60 21/2/1992 0 1 0 0 0 43,100 0 
459  A/H21/62 14/8/1992 0 1 0 0 0 43,020 0 
460  A/H21/64 4/12/1992 1 1 0 0 0 38,942 0 
461  A/H21/100 22/9/2000 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
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462  A/H21/104 20/4/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
463  A/H21/105 28/9/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
464  A/H21/107 21/12/2001 1 1 0 0 0 36,221 0 
465  A/H21/110 22/2/2002 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
466 A/H21/119 12/6/2003 1 1 0 0 0 36,720 0 
467  A/K1/70 4/12/1992 1 0 0 1 0 8,788 0 
468  A/K1/75 3/6/1994 0 0 0 1 0 52,550 0 
469  A/K1/101 24/1/1997 0 0 0 1 0 11,685 0 
470  A/K1/123 19/9/1997 1 0 0 1 0   0 
471 A/K1/213 17/3/2006 1 0 0 1 0 65,600 0 
472 A/K1/216 29/9/2006 0 0 0 1 0 66,700 0 
473  A/K1/216-1 24/12/2007 1 0 0 1 0 36,000 0 
474  A/K2/70 6/9/1991 0 0 0 1 0 2,876 0 
475  A/K2/108 6/12/1996 0 0 0 1 0 31,285 0 
476  A/K2/124 22/9/2000 0 0 0 1 0 36,233 0 
477  A/K3/192 20/7/1990 1 0 0 1 0 8,886 0 
478  A/K3/205 16/8/1991 0 0 0 1 0 24,621 0 
479  A/K3/205-1 31/10/2007 1 0 0 1 0 24,621 0 
480  A/K3/210 15/11/1991 1 0 0 1 0 1,549 0 
481  A/K3/215 3/3/1992 1 0 0 1 0 8,448 0 
482  A/K3/230 12/12/1992 1 0 0 1 0 1,564 0 
483  A/K3/280 17/6/1994 0 0 0 1 0 7,895 0 
484  A/K3/309 9/2/1996 0 0 0 1 0 8,590 0 
485  A/K3/318 28/2/1997 1 0 0 1 0 7,895 0 
486  A/K4/19 13/8/1993 1 0 0 1 0 22,388 0 
487  A/K4/22 13/1/1995 1 0 0 1 0 7,000 0 
488  A/K5/264 16/12/1994 0 0 0 1 0 2,277 0 
489  A/K5/332 6/9/1996 1 0 0 1 0 2,360 0 
490  A/K5/333 20/9/1996 1 0 0 1 0 31,000 0 
491  A/K5/397 3/10/1997 1 0 0 1 0 13,885 0 
492  A/K7/26 2/5/1997 1 0 0 1 0 115 0 
493  A/K7/30 14/8/1998 0 0 0 1 0 112,762 0 
494  A/K7/31 8/5/1998 0 0 0 1 0 11,259 0 
495  A/K7/32 28/8/1998 1 0 0 1 0 11,259 0 
496  A/K7/36 19/5/2000 0 0 0 1 0 92,919 0 
497  A/K7/40 18/5/2001 1 0 0 1 0 11,365 0 
498  A/K7/53 24/6/2002 1 0 0 1 0 11,365 0 
499  A/K10/149 13/1/1995 0 0 0 1 0 1,985 0 
500  A/K10/158 26/1/1996 0 0 0 1 0 1,914 0 
501  A/K10/162 24/5/1996 0 0 0 1 0 1,595 0 
502  A/K10/168 11/7/1997 1 0 0 1 0 1,595 0 
503  A/K10/171 21/11/1997 1 0 0 1 0 8,764 0 
504  A/K10/174 19/6/1998 1 0 0 1 0 8,940 0 
505  A/K10/183 2/10/1999 1 0 0 1 0 7,950 0 
506  A/K10/190 28/7/2000 1 0 0 1 0 8,941 0 
507 A/K10/211 13/1/2006 1 0 0 1 0 2,742 0 
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508  A/K11/86 9/10/1992 1 0 0 1 0   0 
509  A/K11/105 9/6/1995 1 0 0 1 0 19,142 0 
510  A/K11/117 7/11/1997 1 0 0 1 0 18,605 0 
511  A/K11/139 8/2/2002 1 0 0 1 0 21,986 0 
512 A/K11/162 30/7/2004 1 0 0 1 0 21,662 0 
513 A/K11/166 3/12/2004 1 0 0 1 0 21,810 0 
514 A/K11/170 27/5/2005 1 0 0 1 0 21,834 0 
515  A/K12/12 20/9/1993 0 0 0 1 0 2,850 0 
516  A/K12/14 18/11/1994 1 0 0 1 0 65,400 0 
517  A/K12/15 18/11/1994 1 0 0 1 0 56,500 0 
518  A/K12/17 16/1/1998 0 0 0 1 0 174,106 0 
519  A/K12/20 22/12/2000 0 0 0 1 0 166 0 
520 A/K12/35 9/3/2007 0 0 0 1 0 242 0 
521  A/K13/128 21/11/1997 1 0 0 1 0 20,625 0 
522  A/K13/131 6/3/1998 1 0 0 1 0 148,100 0 
523  A/K13/138 13/8/1999 1 0 0 1 0 31,381 0 
524  A/K13/140 31/3/2000 1 0 0 1 0 150,100 0 
525  A/K13/141 17/3/2000 1 0 0 1 0 20,235 0 
526  A/K13/154 21/3/2001 1 0 0 1 0 20,235 0 
527  A/K13/158 1/2/2002 1 0 0 1 0 16,864 0 
528  A/K13/159 2/4/2002 1 0 0 1 0 20,043 0 
529  A/K13/160 31/5/2002 1 0 0 1 0 32,504 0 
530 A/K13/161 11/9/2002 1 0 0 1 0 32,504 0 
531 A/K13/165 6/6/2003 1 0 0 1 0 19,839 0 
532 A/K13/175 8/12/2003 1 0 0 1 0 19,849 0 
533 A/K13/187 15/7/2004 1 0 0 1 0 32,504 0 
534  A/K14/113 20/9/1993 0 0 0 1 0 27,376 0 
535  A/K14/283 20/6/1997 0 0 0 1 0 22,338 0 
536  A/K14/305 6/3/1998 1 0 0 1 0 43,350 0 
537  A/K14/314 3/7/1998 0 0 0 1 0 22,410 0 
538  A/K14/343 31/3/2000 1 0 0 1 0 42,970 0 
539  A/K15/33 7/10/1994 0 0 0 1 0 92,900 0 
540  A/K15/39 15/11/1996 0 0 0 1 0 60,385 0 
541  A/K15/43 20/3/1998 0 0 0 1 0 55,740 0 
542  A/K15/58 19/10/2001 0 0 0 1 0 76,224 0 
543 A/K15/64 9/8/2002 0 0 0 1 0 68,277 0 
544  A/K15/64-1 7/9/2006 1 0 0 1 0 68,277 0 
545  A/K18/71 6/9/1991 0 0 0 1 0 15,241 0 
546  A/K18/110 3/11/1995 0 0 0 1 0 3,345 0 
547  A/K18/121 19/12/1997 1 0 0 1 0 7,367 0 
548  A/K18/156 31/3/2000 0 0 0 1 0 30,360 0 
549  A/KC/205 28/6/1996 1 0 0 1 0 274,046 0 
550  A/KC/217 14/3/1997 1 0 0 1 0 274,046 0 
551  A/KC/239 30/10/1998 0 0 0 1 0 274,046 0 
552  A/KC/242 5/2/1999 1 0 0 1 0 274,046 0 
553  A/MOS/10 20/9/1993 0 0 0 1 0 382,455 0 
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554  A/MOS/16 1/9/1995 1 0 0 1 0 2,700 0 
555 A/NE-KTS/216  23/12/2005 1 1 0 0 0 21,120 1 
556 A/NE-KTS/228 7/7/2006 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
557  A/NE-KTS/228-1 23/3/2007 1 1 1 0 0 62,468 1 
558  A/NE-KTS/228-3 24/8/2007 1 1 1 0 0 63,616 1 
559  A/NE-KTS/228-4 30/11/2007 1 1 1 0 0 63,480 1 
560  A/NE-LYT/156 5/6/1998 1 0 0 1 0 63 0 
561  A/NE-SSH/7 3/10/1997 1 0 0 1 0 361,758 0 
562  A/NE-SSH/10 17/7/1998 0 0 0 1 0 363,448 0 
563  A/NE-SSH/15 3/3/2000 1 0 0 1 0 395,457 0 
564  A/NE-SSH/16 18/1/2002 1 0 0 1 0 558,907 0 
565  A/NE-SSH/18 22/9/2000 1 0 0 1 0 389,688 0 
566  A/NE-SSH/22 1/6/2001 1 0 0 1 0 372,188 0 
567 A/NE-SSH/26 24/10/2003 1 0 0 1 1 549,617 0 
568  A/NE-SSH/26-1 10/8/2007 1 0 0 1 1 448,576 0 
569  A/NE-SSH/26-2 12/10/2007 0 0 0 1 1 538,840 0 
570  A/NE-SSH/26-3 12/10/2007 1 0 0 1 1 448,576 0 
571 A/NE-SSH/28 13/6/2003 1 0 0 1 1 367,327 0 
572  A/NE-SSH/28-1 7/6/2007 1 0 0 1 1 377,957 0 
573  A/SK-HH/6 24/1/1997 1 0 0 1 0 4,178 0 
574  A/ST/335 19/8/1994 0 0 0 1 1 14,657 0 
575  A/ST/434 8/8/1997 1 0 0 1 0   0 
576  A/ST/447 19/12/1997 1 1 0 0 0 1,632 1 
577  A/ST/483 28/5/1999 0 0 0 1 0 26,418 0 
578  A/ST/508 18/2/2000 0 0 0 1 0 31,158 0 
579  A/ST/559 14/6/2002 1 0 0 1 0 20,475 0 
580 A/ST/641 1/9/2006 1 0 0 1 0 20,475 0 
581  A/TKO/1 21/1/1994 0 1 0 0 0 136,294 1 
582  A/TKO/6 11/5/1995 1 1 0 0 0 136,293 1 
583  A/TKO/11 14/2/1997 1 1 0 0 0 137,594 1 
584  A/TKO/13 21/11/1997 1 0 0 1 0 13,537 0 
585  A/TKO/14 20/2/1998 1 1 0 0 0 134,861 1 
586  A/TKO/29 28/1/2000 1 0 0 1 0 13,426 0 
587  A/TKO/45 22/3/2001 1 0 0 1 0 13,426 0 
588  A/TKO/52 20/12/2001 1 0 0 1 0 13,431 0 
589  A/TM/92 25/5/1990 0 0 0 1 0 1,339 0 
590  A/TM/114 12/4/1991 0 0 0 1 0 22,674 0 
591  A/TM/139 24/1/1992 1 0 0 1 0 112,200 0 
592  A/TM/166 13/8/1993 1 0 0 1 0 112,200 0 
593  A/TM/170 20/9/1993 0 0 0 1 0 600 0 
594  A/TM/174 21/1/1994 1 0 0 1 0 513 0 
595  A/TM/194 13/1/1995 0 1 0 0 0 63,600 0 
596  A/TM/205 15/9/1995 0 0 0 1 0 936 0 
597  A/TM/206 26/7/1996 1 1 0 0 0 45,095 0 
598  A/TM/208 12/1/1996 1 0 0 1 0 112,200 0 
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599  A/TM/211 26/7/1996 1 0 0 1 0 7,500 0 
600  A/TM/225 21/11/1997 1 0 0 1 0 513 0 
601  A/TM/232 3/4/1998 0 0 0 1 1 144,150 0 
602  A/TM/241 16/10/1998 0 0 0 1 0 98,850 0 
603 A/TM/256 19/11/1999 1 0 0 1 0 96,250 0 
604  A/TM/281 21/5/2001 1 0 0 1 0 519 0 
605  A/TM-SKW/26 22/12/2000 1 0 0 1 1 105,973 0 
606  A/TM-SKW/32 1/3/2002 1 0 0 1 1 105,973 0 
607 A/TP/329 17/7/2004 1 1 0 0 0   1 
608  A/TW/122B 18/1/1991 0 0 0 1 0 253,890 0 
609  A/TW/130 7/6/1991 1 0 0 1 0 253,890 0 
610  A/TW/167 19/2/1993 1 0 0 1 0 210,560 0 
611  A/TY/40 24/1/1997 0 0 0 1 0 81,227 0 
612  A/TY/41 9/5/1997 0 0 0 1 0 33,445 0 
613  A/TY/45 3/7/1998 0 0 0 1 0 209,130 0 
614  A/TY/75 16/5/2002 1 0 0 1 0 209,180 0 
615  A/YL/2 4/10/1991 0 0 0 1 0 12,608 0 
616  A/YL-TYST/21 24/10/1997 0 0 0 1 0 1,281 0 
617  A/YL-TYST/46 25/9/1998 1 0 0 1 0 1,167 0 
618 A/YL-TYST/310 7/4/2006 1 1 1 0 0 25,630 1 
619 A/YL-TYST/366 1/2/2008 1 1 1 0 0 25,630 1 
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SCHEDULE OF USES (A) 
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SCHEDULE OF USES (2) 
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